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Lord Wolverhampton. 

WE WERE glad to receive from Wolverhampton, on Thursday 
afternoon, a somewhat improved account of Lord WoLvER- 
HAMPTON’S health. He was stated to be slightly stronger. It 
is greatly to be hoped that with care and quiet his strength 
may be restored. 


The Cause Lists. 

ACCORDING TO the summary of the Cause Lists, which was 
issued after we went to press last week, the total number of 
causes in the King’s Bench list (including appeals in bankruptcy) 
is 661 as compared with 1,120 at the Michaelmas Sittings and 
931 a year ago. The Probate, Divorce and Admiralty lists 
contain 450 causes as against 528 at the Michaelmas Sittings. 


The Home Secretary at the Recent Siege. 

THE ACTION of Mr. CHURCHILL in attending at the investment 
of a burglar stronghold has, not unnaturally, been the occasion 
of much comment both in the public press and among legal 
practitioners. This comment has not been diminished in force 
by the revelation made at Sidney-street inquest, when the 
station-officer in charge of the Fire Brigade which came to rescue 
the burning premises stated on oath that he found the Home 
Secretary apparently in charge of the proceedings and desisted 
—against his own opinion—from attempting to quell the flames 
in the belief that the order he received to that etfect was given 
by the Home Secretary himself. In a letter to the Times Mr. 
CHURCHILL has explained that he merely expressed to the officer 
in question his approval of the action taken by the police in for- 
bidding him to approach the burning building, and he denied 
that the operations at Sidney-street were in way directed by 
him. He does not, however, offer any explanation of his own 
presence on the scene of action, and we feel some difficulty in 


| understanding the precise capacity in which he was present and 


gave expression to the approval which the station-officer mistook 
for an order. It can hardly have been in his capacity as 
Secretary of State for Home Affairs. A Secretary of State, 
as such, is merely the adviser of the Sovereign as to his action 
in a certain sphere of national affairs; he is not an executive 
officer sworn in to personally inspect the execution of the law. 
Nor can it have been in virtue of those powers with respect to 
12 
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the regulation and control of the Metropolitan Police which are 
vested in the Home Secretary by the Metropolitan Police Act of 
1829. For that statute limits the functions of the Secretary of 
State to the enumeration of the duties which that force is to 
perform and to the issuing of “directions” to the force in the 
performance of those duties. The actual execution of the pre- 
ventive powers conferred by the statute is vested in the com 
missioners of police (section 1), who are compelled to take an 
oath of office (set out in section 2) before they can proceed to 
exercise those powers. Indeed, Mr. CHURCHILL’S own denial 
refutes this view of his object in attending the arrest. Again, 
it is clear that the Home Secretary cannot have been sworn 1n as 
a special constable under the Special Constables Act, 1831. It 
would, therefore, appear that Mr. CHURCHILL'S attendance in 





Sidney-street can only have been in the capacity of an interested 
spectator; that any approval he may have expressed has no 
public significance and merely indicated his private opinion. In 
view of the fact that it will be the Home Secretary’s duty to 
investigate, and give a juasi-judicial decision upon, the conduct 
of the police at Sidney-street, Mr. CHURCHILL’s presence and 
expression of approval of a part of the proceedings seems hardiy 
calculated to assist him to preserve an impartial attitude. 


Reversion Duty, 

IN ANOTHER column there will be found letter from 
a correspondent which deserves consideration. He objects | 
to our opinion that on the sale and conveyance of the | 
reversion to the lessee, and the consequent merger of the term, | 
Reversion Duty has to be paid by the vendor. Without 
stating the arguments of our correspondent in detail, we may say 
that his most important reasons are (1) that the benefit, if any, | 
accruing to the lessor arises from the agreement for the sale, | 
not from the merger produced by the conveyance, and (2) that 
the lessor is not bound to pay duty unless an actual benefit, as | 
distinguished from the “value of the benefit” as defined in | 
section 13, accrues to him. The answer to the first of these 
arguments appears to be that a contract for sale is not | 
merely a contract for the exchange of money for land, | 
but is also a contract to make and accept a proper con- | 
veyance. When the contract is carried out, the conveyance | 
of the reversion to the lessee creates a merger, and thus | 
determines the lease and renders duty payable. On the other 
hand, if the contract had been that the reversion should 
be conveyed to a trustee for the lessee, no merger 
would take place on the conveyance being made, and no duty | 
would be payable. The answer to the second objection 
is that, by section 13, the value of the benefit accruing 
to the lessor (who, by section 40, includes “the person for 
the time being entitled tothe reversion expectant on 
the determination of the lease”) for the purpose of that section— 
that is to say, for the purpose of the charging. levying and pay- 
ment of Reversion Duty—receives a statutory definition, which is 
independent of the question whether the lessor in fact receives 
any beuefit. Section 15 provides that ‘‘ Reversion Duty shall be 
recoverable from any lessor to whom any benefit accrues from | 
the determination of a lease.” It can hardly be argued thit 
“benefit” in this section means something different from 
“ benefit” in section 13, and if this view is correct, the statutory 
value of the benefit accruing to the lessor is to be paid by him. 
According to the words of the Act, if the original lessor is the 
vendor, the duty has to be paid by him. If the conveyance is 
made by a subsequent owner of the reversion, he is the person 
who at the instant when the lease determines is the owner of the 
reversion expectant on the determination of the lease: the 
lessee cannot be that person, as the instant that the merger takes 
place thereisno reversion,and therefore no person can be interested 
in it. Most of our readers will agree with us in thinking that 
it is very bard on the public that the part of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910, relating to land values is drawn 80 as give 
rise to so many difficult questions of construction. 


a 


Husband’s Liability for Goods Ordered by Wife, 


IN REGARD to the ordinary transactions of domestic life it 
is the business of the wife to order goods and of the husband to 


/on county court claims. 


‘debentures at the option of the corporation. 


in 1904 and 1905. 


pay for them. And the law recognizes this by raising a pre. 
sumption—not, however, confined to husband and wife—that 
the wife is the husband’s agent to order goods required for the 
joint establishment. But this presumption is liable to be 
rebutted, and it will be rebutted if the husband has forbidden 
his wife to pledge his credit, or has made such provision for 
household expenses as to make it unnecessary for her to do so: 
see Morel v. Earl of Westmoreland (1904, A.C.11). Though, 
apart from any presumption, the | usband will be liable if he has 
held out his wife as his agent, and in this case the husband is not 
protected by any private arrangement between himself and his 
wife: see Debenham v. Mellor (6 App. Cas. 24). This state of 
the law, as is well known, creates a good deal of difficulty when 
tradespeople find it necessary to discover whether the husband or 
the wife is legally liable to pay for goods, and it bas furnished 
the occasion for an interesting judgment by Judge MULLIGAN in 


'a ease of Jaylor vy. Marshall at the Holbeach County Court 


(Times, 7th inst.). A labourer made a regular payment to his 
wife out of his wages for household expenses. For some years the 
wife kept within the allowance ; then she obtained credit and was 
ultimately £50 in debt. Procedure in the county court followed, 
and judgments were obtained by default against the husband. The 


| process was served on the wife, and the husband was ignorant 


of the debts, and also of the judgments until they came to be 
enforced. Then the judgments were set aside, and the learned 
judge had to adjudicate on the husband’s liability. He noticed 
the consideration that the liability might be enforced by 
imprisonment ; but there can be noimprisonment without means 
to pay, and we doubt whether, according to the usual county 
court practice, a past debt can be recovered unless current 
income shews a possible margin. But in any case the mode of 
enforcing the judgment cannot affect the legal liability, and we 
gather that this was recognized. In view of the allowance 
made by the husband, and the fact that he was unaware of the 
credit, it was held, no doubt correctly, that he was not liable. By 


| way of rider to his decision, the county court judge recommended 


the exemption from execution of housebold goods up to £20, 
in order to save homes from being broken up. Probably such 
an exemption would operate rather in favour of credit than 
against it. And he also recommended a one year’s limitation 
In this he goes a good deal further 
than the Select Committee on Debtors (Imprisonment), who, in 
their report of July, 1909, only recommended a reduction of the 


| statutory period to three years. 


| Promoters’ Profits. 


THE MORE efficient measures which have been adopted for 
securing disclosure of profits made by promoters perhaps account 
for the decrease in recent years of cases on this subject, but an 
interesting decision was given recently by PHILLIMORE, J., in Re 
Darby (1911, 1 K. B. 95). A promoter is entitled to retain 
profits which he has made, provided he has properly disclosed 
the profits to the company; but it is difficult to make such 
disclosure where the company practically represents only the 
promoter himself. In the present case DaRBy and GyDE 
registered the City of London Investment Corporation in 
Guernsey as a means of carrying out financial operations, but 
the corporation, in effect, consisted only of themselves. The 
corporation purchased a licence to work a slate quarry in Wales 
for £3,500, payable as to £250 in cash, and as to the balance in 
debentures and sbares of a company to be formed. This com 
pany was formed under the name of the Welsh Slate Quarries 
(Limited) with a nominal capital of £30,000 in £1 shares. The 
quarry was sold by the corporation to the company for £18,000, 
payable as to £5,500 in fully-paid shares, as to £2,000 in 
debentures, and as to the remaining £10,500 in cash, shares, or 
No attempt was 
made to obtain subscriptions for shares from the public, but 
prospectuses were issued offering 2,000 debentures of £10 each. 
Of these 1,406 were subscribed for, and out of the resulting 
£14,060 the corporation received £9,200 on account of the 
balance of the purchase-money. These transactions took place 

The debenture prospectuses disclosed that 
the corporation was the vendor to mal promoter of the company, 
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and that it was making a large profit; but the cash went to| is limited to cases where the value has not been recovered by 
Darsy and Gypg, and this fact was not disclosed. The com-| insurance; where not satisfactorily settled, it may be recovered 
went into compulsory liquidation in February, 1906. In| by action. 
b, 1908, DARBY and GyYDE were adjudicated bankrupts, and 
were subsequently convicted for fraud in connection with the| Premises Let for an Immoral Purpose. 
etuses. The liquidator of the company claimed to prove} A CORRESPONDENT questions the soundness of the decision 
inst the estate of DarBy, who alone had assets, for the profit | of the Divisional Court (DARLING and BucKNILL, JJ.) in Upfill 
which he had received through the corporation. The official | v. Wright (reported elsewhere). The plaintiff, by his agent, had 
receiver rejected the proof, and the liquidator appealed. Primé' let a flat in London to the defendant, the mistress of a man 
facie DARBY was protected by the cii:cumstance that the large | who visited her there. The agent knew of the relation between 
cash profit had ostensibly been made by the corporation, and | the two, and expected that the man would provide the money 
this profit was, as regards the corporation, duly disclosed to the | to pay the rent. It is, of course, well settled that when pre- 
compiny. But Puittimore, J., declined to allow Darsy to be| mises are with the landlord’s knowledge to be used for the 
thus sheltered by the corporation. Technically the corporation | purposes of prostitution, this is an immoral purpose which 
was distinct from its shareholders ; substantially the profit went | deprives him of the right to sue on the contract of letting ; 











to the corporation as a mere conduit to place it in Darpy and 
Gypr’s pockets. They were the real promoters, and no dis- | 
closure of this fact was made to the company. Nor, considering | 
that the company had no independent shareholders, could such | 
disclosure have been easily made. The decision is on the lines | 
of Gluckstein v. Barnes (1900, A. C, 240), and it adopts the | 
salutary principle that the court, in tracing secret profits, will | 
Jook at substance rather than form. 


incendiarism and Insurance. 


To THE unfortunate owners of the Sidney-street house | 
which has achieved celebrity as an English Fort Chabrol, pro- | 
bably the most immediately interesting question is, “ Who is to 
pay for the damage done?” If we leave out of account any 
remedy against the estate of the deceased felons, there are 
conceivably three parties against whom the owner may possibly 
in certain circumstances have a claim for indemnity. The first of 
those parties is the leaseholder, in case the lease imposes on him 
the obligation to repair or rebuild in case of fire. Then there 
is the insurance company, if the premises are insured, as they 
are likely to be. In the absence of any special conditions 
in the policy, the liability of the insurers is quite clear; it has 
been forcibly expressed in a celebrated decision of an American 
judge which is quoted as authoritative in the English text-books : 
“Tf the loss happens by fire, unless there was fraud on the 
part of the assured, it matters not how the flame was kindled, 
whether it be the result of accident or design, whether the 
torch be applied by the honest magistrate or the wicked incen- 
diary, whether the purpose was to save the city as in New York 
or the country as at Moscow, whether the fire be applied to 
gunpowder in the basement or by a burning shingle on the 
roof”: Hillier v. Alleghany (3 Pennsylvanian Reports 472, per 
Grizr, J.). This pronouncement would seem to cover each 
and all of the three p»ssible causes of the Sidney-street fire 
which the inquest may disclose—namely, either deliberate 
incendiarism by the trapped felons, or the inevitable result of 
the musketry attack by the military, or the accidental result of ex- 
plosives stored in the doomed building. The third possible resource | 
in the hands of the building owner is to claim compensation out | 








consequently he cannot recover the rent: Crisp v. Churchill 
(cited 1 Bos. & P. 341). And it is the same where premises are 
let on a weekly or other periodic tenancy, and the landlord allows 
the tenancy to continue after he has discovered the use to 
which the premises are put: Jennings v. Throgmorton (Ry. & M. 
251). Similarly, an assignor of a lease who knows that the 
assignee intends to use the premises as a brothel cannot recover 
ona covenant of indemnity contained in the assignment: Smith 
v. White (L. R. 1 Eq. 626). These cases all go upon the same 
principle as Pearce v. Brooks (L. R. 1 Ex. 213), which appears 
to be responsible for the present decision, where PoLtock, C.B., 
observed that no distinction could be taken between an illegal 
and an immoral! purpose. Moreover, it was held in Pearce v. Brooks 
that it was not necessary that the person who would be entitled 
to payment under the contract should expect to be paid out of 
the proceeds of the immoral act. The immorality taints the 
contract, and renders it unenforceable. But while the law of 
these cases is clear, it by no means follows that it applies to 
such circumstances as those in U/pfill v. Wright (supra). 
Premises which are used for the purpose of prostitution are 
subject to different considerations from those which are used as 
the residence of a woman who has immoral relations with some 
particular man. The substantial object in the latter case is to 
provide her with a residence, and it is unjust to the landlord to 
deprive him of his rent on account of the character of his 
tenant. The same rule would apply in all cases where the 
parties are not legally married, and would lead to surprising 
results. We imagine it would not have been difficult for the 
Divisional Court to affirm the judgment of the county court in 
favour of the landlord, and thus to give a decision more in 
accordance with what our correspondent describes as “ legal 
common sense.” 


Withdrawal of Notice to Quit. 
THOSE WHO have no exact knowledge of the rights and 


duties arising out of a tenancy of land are often disposed to 
think that a notice to quit may be withdrawn in the same 
manner as an offer to scll or purchase goods or chattels. This 
is, of course, a delusion, for whether the notice to quit is given 


of the police rate from the police commissioners under the Riot | by the landlord or the tenant, the party to whom it is given is 
Damages Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 38). In order to make | entitled to insist upon it, and it cannot be withdrawn without 
good such a claim, however, it would be necessary to shew that | the consent of both. The parties may, indeed, waive the right 
the fire resulted from a “riot” in the full meaning of that term | to enforce the notice by mutually agreeing upon a new tenancy, 
(Field v. Receiver of Metropolitan Police, 1907, 2 K. B. 853);| whether on the terms of the former or not, to commence from 
although the fact that the alleged riot occurred in a “ private,” | the time of its expiration, and the withdrawal of the notice may 
not a “public,” place is no bar: Gunter v. Metropolitan Police | be regarded as equivalent to an offer to grant or take from the 


Receiver (1887, 53 J. P. 249). Since three persons are necessary | 
to the commission of a riot, it follows that the inquiry as to | 
whether the dead felons were two or three in number has some 
practical importance. If the larger number is the correct one, 
then it is a question not easy to decide whether or not the 
Proceedings at Sidney-street amounted to a “ disturbance of the 
peace by three or more persons assembled together with an 
intent mutually to assist one another in an unlawful enterprize 
undertaken in a violent and turbulent manner to the terror of 
the people”—the definition of “riot ” which has been generally 
accepted since Rex v. Cunningham Graham (1888, 16 Cox Crim. 
Cas. 420). This statutory liability for riotous damage replaces 
in the metropolis the common law liability of the hundred, and | 





time of its expiration a new tenancy on the terms of the other. 
A curious instance of this delusion is furnished by the 
recent case of Humphries v. Smith, tried in the Winch- 
combe County Court. The action was to recover possession 
of a house and premises in the occupation of the defendant. 


|The parents of the defendant had been in occupation of 


the house for many years, and on the 28th of September, 1909, he 
gave twelve months’ notice to quit, serving it on different persons, 
as negotiations were pending for the sale of the property, and he 
did not know who would be the ultimate purchaser. He after- 
wards entered into negotiations with the plaintiff, who had 
become the purchaser, and who offered him a new tenancy 
determinable upon half a year’s notice to quit. This offer did 
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quit 
the property, having disposed of it. In these circumstances the 
county court judge had no alternative but to give judgment for 
the plaintiff. It was, he observed, out of the question for a 
tenant to seek to withdraw a notice to quit a whole year after 
he had given it. A treaty for a new tenancy was no evidence 
of waiver of the previous notice to quit. The old tenancy 
had ceased to exist and no new tenancy had been created. 


The Liability of a Lodging-house Keeper. 

WE ARE indebted to the Times for the report of a case affecting 
the liability of boarding-house keepers in respect of luggage 
temporarily left in their charge. The plaintiff claimed damages 
from the proprietress of a boarding-house, or private hotel, for 
the loss of a travelling trunk which had been removed from his 
bedroom at his request. He had spent some days at the house 
and had asked that his trunk should be taken from his bedroom 
before 9 o’clock to enable him to leave at 10.30 to catch a mid- 
night train. On inquiry at 9.40 he was told that the trunk had 
heen placed in the hall at 9.20, but had disappeared. He 
inquired for the manageress or head chambermaid, boots or 
chief porter, but was told they were all out, and he contended 
that the defendant should be held responsible for negligence for 
not having the plaintiff’s property kept under efficient observa- 
tion. The trunk had been placed between the outer door and 
the glass swing doors inside the hall, and the plaintiff maintained 
that it should have been placed inside the swing doors, where it 
would have been observed from the office. The distinction 
between the liability of an innkeeper and that of a boarding-house 
keeper is well established, and in //older v. Soulby (29 L. J. C. P. 
246) the head-note states that there is no duty on the part of a 
lodging-house keeper to take care of his lodgers’ goods. This 
note appears to us to be going a little too far. The lodging- 
house keeper may in some cases be a bailee of his lodgers’ goods, 
and as such bailee he is at any rate bound to exercise some 
degree of care. So in the case under consideration if there had 
heen evidence that the outer door had been left open by the 
defendant's servants she might have been held liable. The 
county court judge held that, the trunk having been deposited 
in a place where it seemed natural to place it, and there being 
nothing to shew that the outer door had heen kept open, there 
was no evidence for the jury, and that the plaintiff must be non- 
suited. The case seems to us to be rather near the line, as we 
have some difficulty in accounting for the removal of the trunk 
by any theory consistent with ordinary care on the part of the 
defendant. 


Criminal and Civil Remedies in Respect of the 
Same Offence. 


It MAY, we think, be argued that the criminal procedure of 
France and other continental States has more regard for the 
just claims of those who have suffered by the wrongful act of a 
criminal than is afforded by the English law. The first article 
of the French Code of Criminal Instruction enacts that a suit, the 
object of which is the punishment of a criminal, can only be 
prosecuted by the public functionaries, while the action to recover 
the damages which have been caused by the offence may be 
maintained by anyone who has sustained damage. The civil 
action can be prosecuted at the same time and before the same 
judges as the criminal prosecution. In a case recently tried in 
Denmark, in which the defendant, accused of banking frauds, 
was found guilty and sentenced to a term of imprisonment, he 
was at the same time ordered to repay the amount which he had 
misappropriated to the persons who had suffered by his fraud. 
The separation in this country of civil and criminal proceedings 
in respect of the same offence is founded upon grounds which 
are more or less technical, and has been to some extent varied 


by statutory enactments, though it is provided by section 24 of | 


the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, that notwithstanding any Act to the 
contrary, where goods have been obtained by fraud or other 
wrongful means not amounting to larceny, the property in such 
goods shall not revest in the person who was the owner of the 
goods by reason only of the conviction of the offender. The 


| 


not satisfy the defendant, who on the 29th of last September | English raat | which civil proceedings are in certain cases of 
wrote a letter to his former landlady withdrawing his notice to | tort restrain ) ; 
Her reply was that she had nothing further to do with | system by which the prosecution of offences is left to private 


until after the prosecution, is founded upon a 


persons. The management of a criminal prosecution is s 
expensive, 80 unpleasant, and so anxious & business that no 


| person is likely to undertake it without the strongest reasons, 





and he may often think that his wisest plan is, without more, to 
resign himself to the wrong which he has sustained. 


Dealings with Reversions. 
I. 

Tur legal advisers of those whe buy, or lend on the security 
of, life and reversionary interests in personalty have no easy 
task. So many and ingenious are the pitfalls and traps that the 
courts of equity have set for those who deal in such interests, 
that the lawyer, even if the law were clear and he were given 
an absolutely free hand by his clients, would have to be 
unusually cautious and fortunate if his clients are never to be 
caught. But the lawyer, in his efforts to safeguard his clients, 
is hampered by the fact that the courts have decided but few of 
the many questions which arise between vendors and purchasers of 
such interests, and by the further fact that the lawyer who 
adopted all the precautions which in theory are available for the 
protection of purchasers would soon find that he had no pur- 
chaser to advise. The laymen look to the lawyer to safeguard 
their interests, and at the same time expect him to adapt his 
legal requirements to the requirements of their business. The 
task of choosing between the various legal precautions causes 
the lawyer endless trouble ; there is no general practice for him 
to follow, and he knows that the meaning of the words “ the 
requirements of business,” so often and so glibly spoken to law- 
yers, varies with the character and knowledge of every business 
man who utters them. The practical result is that the lawyer 
is left in each case to decide for himself what precautions he will 
take and what he will waive—or, in other words, what legal risks 
his clients are to run. 

The object of these articles is to set out in the form of questions, 
and comment on, certain difficulties that commonly arise in 
dealings with reversions. It will be noted that all the questions 
below set forth arise daily in actual practice, and that most of 
them involve risks of some moment. The existing practice, 
which in the main throws on the lawyer the responsibility of 
taking or declining these risks, is not altogether satisfactory, as 
in many cases it may be doubted whether the clients fully 
appreciate the risks that the lawyers are forced to take on their 
behalf without consulting them. The legal risks are just as 
much incident to reversions generally as are those risks which 
depend on the duration of human life and the fluctuation in the 
value of trust securities: and the actuary cannot properly 
estimate the value of a reversion without knowing what legal 
risks are to be taken, ¢.y., where evidence of the bona fides of 
appointments is habitually dispensed with far greater risk is run, 
and accordingly a greater allowance for legal risks should be 
made, than where evidence of the bona fides is usually required. 
The legal risks naturally vary with each transaction ; but if the 
actuary understands what legal risks are taken and what declined 
he has some material before him on which he can calculate the 
margin for legal risks and contingencies. If the purchase-money 
is caleulated on the assumption that the lawyer sees no risk is 
run, the calculation is made on a totally wrong footing, and the 
sooner the lawyer and the persons who fix the purchase-money 
settls between them what legal risks are to be run and what not 
the better for them and their respective clients. The writer 
suggests that solicitors, for their own protection as well as in 
the interests of their clients, should obtain general instructions 
from their clients as to how they are to deal with the 
various legal difficulties, and in particular with those set out 
below. 


A.—MATTERS AFFECTING THE TRUST PROPERTY. 
1. To what extent is the title to lands, which belong ur are mortgaged 
to the trust, to be investigated ? 
The general view is that a purchaser is entitled to investigate 
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— 
the title strictly, in the same manner as if he were buying the | 
land from the trustees. But the expense of such an investigation | 
would usually be prohibitive, and would be wasted if the 
trustees sell or vary the investment. Usually the purchaser's 
solicitors are satisfied by inspeeting the deeds held by the 
trustees. This course has its obvious dangers. A few years 

an unfortunate mortgagee lost a considerable sum of money 
owing to his solicitors being satisfied by the mere production of 
the deeds, amongst which was a reconveyance to the executors 
of a mortgage created by the testator and shortly after his death 

id off, not out of proceeds of sale of part of the lands, but out 
of a fund settled upon the same life tenant for life and afterwards 
on trusts differing from those affecting the proceeds of sale of 
the land. 

In this connection it is usual to require the fire policies to be 
produced, as well as the receipts for the last payments due for 
rent of leaseholds. 

2. Is objection to be taken where buildings belong to the trust and the 
tenant for life is not bound to repair and insure against fire ? 

It may be doubted whether sufficient attention is given to this 
point. In the case of a sale, it is probably not an cbjection to 
the title that the tenant for life is not bound to repair or insure, 
and the purchaser has to consider whether he will insure on his 
own account. A mortgagee can make his own stipulations, but, 
though he can require the borrower to insure, he cannot ask him 
to repair during the lifetime of the life tenant. 

3. If a mortgage belongs to the trust— 

(a) Wili the trustees’ statement as to the amount due be considered 
sufficient, or is the statement to be verified by inquiry from the 
debtor ? 

(b) What precautions (if any) are to be taken to ensure that the 
security is adequate? E.g., is the property to be inspected or valued, 
or is the last valuation obtained by the trustees to be inspected and 
considered ? 

(a) Inquiry of the debtor would usually cause delay and 
might not elicit an answer. Further, to obtain an admission 
binding the equity of redemption, it would be necessary to 
investigate the title to that equity in order to ascertain the 
persons to make the admission. The letters demanding and 
accompanying the last payment of interest can usually be taken 
as sufficient evidence as to the principal moneys due. 

(6) In the case of a purchase at auction, presumably this does 
not concern the lawyers at all, for the purchaser must have 
satisfied himself as to this before he contracted to buy. If the 

haser stipulates in the contract that bis legal advisers are to 
satisfied as to the adequacy of the security, he should inform 
such advisers what he wishes them to do in the matter. It 
should he remembered that if the security proves insufficient, a 
portion of the amount realized may be payable to the life tenant 
on account of arrears of interest, 
_ 4. If advances have to be brought into account by other beneficiaries, 
is the amount of the advances to be proved—e.g., by production of receipts 
for the advances, or is the statement of the trustees alone to be con- 
sidered sufficient evidence ? 

It is just as important to prove the amount of the advances 
as to prove the holding by the trustees of stock to a similar 
amount. But it is frequently difficult to obtain strict evidence 
of the advances, especially in the case of advancements for infants. 
A strict investigation would involve proof that the beneficiaries 
advanced are objects of the trusts. 

5. Where shares in limited liability companies are held by the 
trustees — . 

(a) Are inquiries to be made as to whether the articles of association 
reserve a lien to the company on fully-paid shares ? 

(b) Are copies of the memorandum and articles of association to be 
obtained and considered ? 

If the company has not such a lien at the date of sale it can 
at any time acquire such a lien by altering its articles—see 
Allen v. Gold Reefs of West Africa, Limited (1900, 1 Ch. 656), 
with a result that shares may be lost to the trust—see New 

and Brazilian Bank v. Brocklebank (21 Ch. D. 302). This 
the purchaser must be taken to know, 60 probably he cannot 
0 if the articles do reserve such a lien. But the 
r is entitled to ascertain that the shares are in fact free | 





from incumbrances, and if the articles reserve a lien, that so far 
no transaction has taken place in respect of which a lien 
may exist or arise. The lawyers cannot prevent transactions 


taking place in the future in respect of which alien may arise, 
or the articles being altered. 


Further, articles of private companies frequently contain pro- 
visions seriously restricting the right to sell shares, and sometimes 
(e.g., see Palmer’s Company Precedents, Part I. (10th ed.), p. 
888) provisions compelling a sale at a valuation or fixed figure. 

6. Is objection to be taken to investment clauses authorizing the 
taking of investments not included in ordinary trustee investments, and 
if so, what class of investments are to be objected to ? 

E.g. (1) Second or contributory mortgages. (2) Purchase of 
leaseholds. (3) Foreign investments. (4) Shares in limited 
liability companies. (5) Securities payable to bearer. (8) 
Shares with liability attaching thereto—z.¢., shares in unlimi 
liability companies or not fully paid up. (7) Loans on merely 
personal security. 

Investment clauses are frequently met with which allow the 
trustees to invest in practically anything they may choose to 
take. So far as the writer is aware, there is no authority at all 
as to whether the purchaser may object to the trustees being 
able to go beyond the statutory range of investments ; but it is 
submitted that the vendor must disclose the unusual provisions 
as to investments, or give an opportunity to intending pur- 
chasers of inspecting the trust instrument, in the same way as a 
vendor of leaseholds must disclose unusual covenants in the 
lease or afford opportunity of inspecting the lease. Sometimes 
the purchaser has sufficient notice from the character of the 
existing investments that the range of investment must be 
wide. It would seem desirable that the range of investment 
should always be ascertained before the transaction is entered 
into, and this can easily be done if the transaction is by private 
treaty. 

7. Where the reversion arises under a will, is objection to be taken 
where, owing to the fund beng under the control of the executors or 
the court, the fund remains applicable for payment of the debts and 
liabilities (e.g. liabilities incurred as lessee or surety or in respect of 
shares not fully paid or with unlimited liability) of the testator ? 

It is presumed that purchasers cannot desire this objection 
to be taken, for otherwise objection would have to be taken to 
nearly every reversion arising under a will, or at any rate under 
the will of a testator who has died less than twelve years prior to 
the purchase. The facts stated in He Fountaine (1909, 2 Ch. 382) 
shew how avery large sum may become payable out of the 
testator’s estate more than six years after his death. 


(To pe continued.) 


Aliens and British Subjects. 


From 1870 to 1905 no special legislation with respect to aliens 
generally was enacted, and the great change effected in the 
status of aliens by the Naturalization Act, 1870, has tended to 
obscure the difference in English law between British subjects 
and aliens. Asa matter of fact there area good many enact- 
ments on the statute book which shew that the distinction 
between alien and subject is by no means obliterated. The 
Naturalization Act, 1870, removed the greatest grievance under 
which aliens suffered—the inability to own realty—by enacting 
that “real and personal property of every description” might 
be owned and disposed of, except British ships; but the Act 
did not qualify an alien for any office or franchise. — 

Other Acts of Parliament, or parts of Acts, affecting aliens, or 
distinguishing between them and persons of British nationality, 
may be divided into four groups: (1) Enactments relating to 
special classes of aliens; (2) enactments expressly mentioning 
aliens as well as British subjects; (3) enactments implying 
(perhaps only arguably) a distinetion between aliens and subjects ; 
(4) enactments which must be read as excluding aliens from 
their operation. : mci 

1) Among enactments of this group are provisions of the 
Medical and Dentists Acts, &c. For instance, section 6 of the 
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Medical Act, 1859 (22 Vict. c. 21), enables a medical practitioner | 


“not a British subject” to be a resident physician at a hospital | 
which is established solely for the relief of foreigners. Section 
12 of the Medical Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 48), authorizes | 
a foreign practitioner who “is not a British subject” to be | 
placed on the medical register. Section 7 and 9 of the Dentists 
Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. ec. 33), enable a person who “ is not 
a British subject ” to be placed on the dentists’ register. Sec- 
tion 13 of the Veterinary Surgeons Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. 
c. 62), contains analogous provisions. 

(2) The last-mentioned Acts may also be cited as instances 
where aliens, as well as British subjects, are expressly mentioned. 
Another instance is the Juries Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. ec. 77), 
which contains, among its twenty-five sections, one (section 8) 
as follows: “ Aliens having been domiciled in England or Wales 
for ten years or upwards, if in other respects duly qualified, 
shall be qualified and shall be liable to serve on juries or | 
inquests in England and Wales as if they had been natural- 
born subjects of the Queen ; but, save as aforesaid, no man not 
heing a natural-horn subject of the Queen shall be qualified 
to serve on juries or inquests in any court or on any occasion 
whatsoever.” The Patents and Designs Acts, 1907, by section 1 | 
(reproducing the Act of 1882), permits any inventor to apply 
tor a patent, ‘‘ whether he is a British subject or not.” In the 
domain of the criminal law, section 2 of the Territorial Waters 
Jurisdiction Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c, 73), may he cited; | 
this enactment makes “an offence committed by a person, 
whether he is or is not a subject of her Majesty,” within the 
territorial waters amenable to the admiral’s jurisdiction. 

(3) Among enactments which possibly imply a distinction 
between subjects and aliens—by using the word “ subject,” in | 
lieu of the more general word “ person ”--may be mentioned, 
first of all, the Habeas Corpus Act, 1679 (31 Car. 2,¢ 2). This 
famous statute refers both to “the King’s subjects” and to 
“persons” generally. Section 8, for instance, provides that if 
any “ person or persons, subject of this realm, shall be committed 
to any prison,” for a criminal offence, he shall not be removed 
except under writ of habeas corpus or uther legal writ. It seems 
arguable that the provisions of the Act which apply to “ subjects” 
expressly do not apply to aliens, though provisions which apply to 
“persons” generally might do so. A similarargument might be used 
with respect tothe civil and more modern remedy of petition of right. 
The Petition of Right Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. c. 34), contains 
several references to *‘ proceedings between subject and subject,” 
according to the analogy of which proceedings against the Crown 
are to be conducted, and the remedy of “the subject” against 
the Crown is also referred to. By section 20 of the Colonial | 
Stock Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict, c. 59), a petition of right may be 
presented by any “person” interested. If, under the Act of 
1860, subjects only, and not aliens, are permitted to present a 
petition of right, the use of the word “person” in the Act of 
1867 may be held to extend the permission to aliens who can 
otherwise bring themselves within the latter Act. 

(4) An instance of an Act which must be read as excluding 
aliens from its operation is the Workmen’s Compensation Act, | 
1906. That this is so seems to be implied from the fact that 
the Legislature has, in pursuance of a convention between Great | 
Britain and France, expressly made the provisions of the Act | 
applicable to French citizens: see the Workmen’s Compensation 

| 











(Anglo-French Convention) Act, 1909. 

The above observations assume that the “aliens” referred to 
are resident aliens. With respect to aliens outside the British 
dominions different considerations will often apply. One of the 
customary privileges of resident aliens is free access to the 
courts of law, where litigation between a snbject and an | 
alien differs little from that between two British subjects. But an 
alien who sues in the British courts in respect of a tort com 
mitted by « British subject outside the British dominions may | 
find himself met by a defence which could not be used against | 
him were he a British subject, or (probably) were he a| 
resident alien and the tort had been committed within | 
the dominions. To an action brought by a British subject | 
for a tort committed outside the dcminions by the agents of | 
the executive—that is, the Crown—it would be no answer that | 


the defendants had done the acts complained of by command of 
the Crown. Toa similar action brought by an alien the defence 
of an “act of state” might, however, be set up, and the 
plaintiff would find himself unable to obtain redress in the 
British courts. This is illustrated by the case of Buron y, 
Denman (1848, 2 Ex. 167), where an action was brought by a 
Spaniard against a British naval commander for destroying his 
buildings and setting free his slaves. The acts complained of 
were done in Africa, outside the British dominions, and as a 
matter of fact were done in pursuance of a request from the 
Governor of Sierra Leone and ratified by the Home Govern. 
ment. It was held that the Crown alone was responsible for 
defendant’s proceedings, which were an act of state, and the 
plaintiff, therefore, had no legal redress. The case of Walker 
v. Baird (1892, A. C. 491) illustrates the position of a defendant 
who pleads “act of state” to an action by British subjects. 
There proceedings taken by a naval commander in Newfoundland 


| to close a lobster factory were held not to constitute an act of 


state, the persons injured being British subjects, and the acts 
complained of being done in British territory and not being legal 
under the law of the land. 





Reviews. 
Real Property. 


PRINCIPLES oF THE LAW oF REAL PROPERTY: INTENDED AS A 
First Book ror THE Use of StuDENTS IN CONVEYANCING. By 
the late JosHua Wittiams, Q.C. Tae Twenty-First Epitioy 
Rearranged and Partly Rewritten by his Son, T. Cyprray 
Writrams, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The careful revision to which Williams on Real Property has 
been subjected in successive editions has kept it well up to date, 
notwithstanding the extensive changes which have been made in 
conveyancing since the work was first published in 1845. The changes 
in conveyancing have been mainly the result of statute law, but, in 
addition to this, the principles affecting the law of real property are 
being continually applied, and in some cases extended, by the courts. 
An example is afforded by recent cases on the rule against 
perpetuities: Whithy v. Mitchell (44 Ch. D. 85), which settled 
that the prohibition of limitations in favour of the child 
of an unborn person was an independent rule, and not merely 
an instance of the perpetuities rule ; and Re Nash (1910, 1 Ch. 1), 
which applied the doctrine of Whithy v. Mitchell to equitable con- 
tingent remainders. The latter case has led tothe partial rewriting 
of the chapter on Remoteness of Limitation. The statutory changes 
which have taken place since the work came into the present 
editor’s hands are specially noticeable in the chapter on Estates for 
Life. This contains a useful statement of the statutory powers of 
a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts, but there is one 
statutory change, very much required, which is still unmade, namely, 


| the abolition of the rule which construes a grant to a man without 


words of limitation as conferring an estate for life only. Without the 


| aid of the Legislature the courts cannot get rid of the rule : see Re 


/rwin (1904, 2 Ch. 752). It may be noticed that the rule has been 
got rid of by statute in New Zealand. The chapter on the Present 
Form of a Conveyance contains forms of a conveyance, a mortgage, and 
a strict settlement, with explanatory notes, and that on Registered 
Land has been revised so as to include references to the Land 
Transfer Rules, 1908. The work will continue to be an indispensable 
text-book for students. 


Practice. 


Tue Srupent’s Practice oF THE CouURTS: BEING A PRACTICAL 
EXPOSITION OF THE PROCEEDINGS IN THE SUPREME COURT OF 
JUDICATURE IN ENGLAND, INCLUDING APPEALS TO THE House OF 
Lorps. INTENDED SPECIALLY FoR CANDIDATES FOR THE FINal 
axp Howovrs Examination oF THE Law Socrety. NINTH 
Epitioy. By Apert Grssox, ARTHUR WELDON, snd RosBERT 
Lee Mossg, Solicitors. The “ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 


This work has established its utility by the issue of successive 
editions, and the student will find in it a convenient statement of the 
practice of the courts both for examination purposes and as 4 guide 
to the numerous rules and cases in the ordinary books of practice. 
The editors have wisely confined their references to a comparatively 
small number of cases, and the work consists of a lucid and practical 
account of the mode of conducting litigious proceedings and the 
steps which may require to be taken. In such matters, for instance, 
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as leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction, the bringing in of 
third parties, and the making of interlocutory applications, the text 
shews clearly the course of procedure to-be adopted. The chapter 
on Discovery explains the object of the method of obtaining evidence, 
and defines the limitations on the right, and important information 
for the student is given in the chapter on the trial of the action. 
Part III. is devoted to procedure in the Chancery Division, and 
ineludes a chapter on the method of working out judgments in 
chambers. The plan of the work is eminently practical. 





Books of the Week. 


Law Lexicon.—Wharton’s Law Lexicon, forming an Epitome 
of the Law of England, as existing in Statute Law and Decided 
Cases, and containing Full Explanations of Technical Terms and 
Phrases both Ancient, Modern and Commercial, with Selected Titles 
from the Civil, Scots and Indian Law. Eleventhe Edition, By 
W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Trust Accounts.—A Digest of the Law of Trust Accounts, 
chiefly in relation to Life Owner and Remainderman. By WALTER 
SrrRaAcHAN, Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 


Ecclesiastical Courts.—A Summary of the Law and Prac- 
tice in the Ecclesiastical Courts. By T. Eustace Smiru, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sixth Edition. Stevens and Haynes. 


Com panies.---Voluntary Liquidation under the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908: being a Handbook for Liquidators, with 
Forms and the Relative Winding-up Rules (1909). By J. P. Earn- 
sHaw. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 


Solicitor’s Clerk.—The Solicitor’s Clerk. Part II.: Magis- 
terial and Criminal Law, Licensing, Bankruptcy Accounts, Book- 
keeping, Trust Accounts, &c., to which is added a Glossary of Some 
Legal Maxims with their Pronunciations. By CHartes JoNngs. 
Fifth Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Effingham Wilson. 


Licensing.—The Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910 (10 Edw. 
7 & 1 Geo. 5, c. 24), and the Licensing Rules, with full Notes, Intro- 
duction and Index. By W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Licensed Property —Licensed Property and the Rates. By 
F. BrockLenurst, M.A. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Sherratt & 
Hughes. 


Correspondence. 


Reversion Duty. 

[To the Editur of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir—Your learned contributor “H. W. E.” in his recent article 
on Reversion Duty dealt mainly with the cases in which a lease is 
determined by merger, owing to the sale and assurance of the rever- 
sion to the lessee or of the term to the lessor, and he dissented from 
the opinion that in such cases reversion duty is not payable. One 
argument in support of that opinion is that the benefit (if any) 
accruing to the lessor arises, not from the determination of the lease 
but from the agreement for sale, the determination (by merger) 
being merely a technical and ancillary result of the conveyance or 
surrender. Against this argument your correspondent referred to 
section 13 (2) of the Act, and ruled out the question whether any 
benefit does in fact accrue to the lessor. But is it not still necessary 
to inquire under section 13 (1) whether the benefit which is deemed 
toaccrue under sub-section (2) does in fact accrue “by reason of 
the determination of the lease”? If the determination is not the 
cause of the benefit, sub-section (1) never comes into operation, so 
that it is not necessary to apply the definition in sub-section (2). 
The definition does not say that the assumed benefit is to be deemed 
to accrue by reason of the determination. And if the transaction 
could, as your correspondent himself suggests, be carried out, and 
the “ benefit ” be secured to the lessor, without determination of the 
lease, i.e. by conveyance or assignment to a trustee, avoiding merger, 
it is surely impossible to say that the benefit accrues “by reason of 
the deterinination.” 

But even admitting that in such a case a benefit must be deemed 
to accrue to the lessor by reason of the determination of the lease, 
there is the further question how it is to be recovered and by whom 


it is to be paid. Section 15 provides for the recovery of reversion | 


duty from ‘‘any lessor to whom any benefit accrues from the deter- 
mination of a lease,” and every lessor has to deliver an account “on 
the determination of a lease on the determination of which reversion 
| is payable under this section.” The definition of benefit in 


n 13 is “for the purposes of” that section, and section 15 is not | 


'and at the very moment, of determination. 


governed by it. It is submitted, therefore, that the duty cannot be 
recovered from the lessor, nor is he under any obligation to make a 
return, unless a benefit does ¢n fact accrue to him from the determina- 
tion of the lease. 

Your contributor’s view as to the incidence of the duty in the 
case of a sale of the reversion to the lessee has already been contro- 
verted by other writers, and it is not much supported by the further 
arguments on your pp. 118 and 134. No doubt the word “includes” 
in section 41 must as regards reversion duty be read “means,” and 
for the purposes of the Act the reversion must be deemed to be still 
subsisting “on the determination of the lease.” In your note on 
P. 134 it is deduced from this that the purchasing lessee cannot be 
neld to be the reversioner, ‘‘as by the conveyance to him the 
reversion is destroyed, or, in other words, there is no reversioner.” 
But that argument applies equally to the vendor, so that the fact of 
the destruction of the reversion does not help us to a conclusion. The 
word “reversioner, used by your correspondent, does not occur in the 
Act. The words of the definition are “the person for the time being 
entitled to the reversion expectant on the determination of the lease.” 
The question therefore is, who is “the person for the time bein 
(z.e.,0n the determination of the lease) entitled to the reversion "4 
Surely it is the person who acquires the reversion by the very act, 
How can a person 
whose interest in property ceases on a certain occurrence be said to 
be entitled to the property on that occurrence } “ The person entitled 
to the reversion expectant on the determination of the lease” must 
be the person who is going to own the property free of the lease 
when the lease determines. It should not be forgotten that the 
usual practice, at any rate when the purchaser is not the original 
lessee, is to convey the property in terms stibject to the lease, so as 
to avoid the expense of proving the title to the leasehold interest. 
The lessor may in fact not know whether the purchaser is legally 
possessed of the full term, or whether a few days are outstanding. 

Your correspondent has not dealt with the case where merger is 
affected by a simultaneous sale by lessor and lessee to a third person. 
In this case, at any rate, if the somewhat shadowy theory of “ dor- 
mant values” be applied, no benefit accrues to the purchaser from 
the determination. According to that theory the vendors have got 
more (and the purchaser has paid more) for their respective interests 
than if they had sold them separately. Yet, if duty be payable (as 
your correspondent thinks), ‘t would seem to fall on the purchaser, 
as the person entitled to the reversion “ on the determination of the 
lease.” TALON. 
Jan. 2 


[See observations under the head of “ Current Topics.” —Eb. S.J. 


Serjeant Arabin. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weckly Reporter.} 
Sir,—Your notice of Sir Frederick Pollock’s article inthe January 
(not December) number of the Cornhill Magazine on the sayings 


of Serjeant Arabin entitled “ Arabiniana ” emboldens me to say that 
a copy, separately bound, is in this Library. It was well known to 


| an earlier generation, and I have frequently heard the late Mr. J. R. 


Bulwer quote from it, much te the amusement of his hearers. The 
reporter was H. B. Churchill. Sir Frederick is right in thinking 
that the initials C. P. stood for Charles Phillips, but does not state 
that he it was who defended Courvoisier, the murderer of Lord 
William Russell, and that the impassioned speech he made to the 
jury after Courvoisier had confessed his guilt to him gave rise toa 
great controversy and is still diseussed*whenever the ethics of 
advocacy are the topic of conversation. 
Inner Temple Library. J. E. Larron Pickerinea, Librarian. 








Points to be Noted. 


Practice. 
Set-off—Mutual Debts—Assigned Debt.—By 2 Geo. 2, c. 22, and 


8 Geo. 2, c. 24, the defendant in an action for debt may set off a debt 
due from the plaintiff to him. The effect of section 25 (6) of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, is to include among the “ mutual debts ” which 
may be thus set off a debt due from the plaintiff to a third person, 
who has assigned it to the defendant in writing with notice to the 
plaintiff.—Bennett v. Ware (C.A., June 22) (1910, 2 K. B. 643). 


Representative Action—Different Shippers in a General Ship.— 
A plamtiff who sues the owners of a general ship for damages 
for benach of contract and duty cannot sue under ord. 16, r. 9, on 
behalf of himself and other owners of cargo in the same ship. 
Perhaps (as Fletcher Moulton, L.J., suggested) no representative 
action can lie where the sole relief sought is damages.—Markt & 
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Originating Summons--Illegal Trust--Resulting Trust — | 


Under ord. 55, r. 3, any person claiming as “cestu, que trust 
under the trust of any deed or instrument ” may take out an originat 
ing summons for the determination of any question affecting his 


rizhts or interests, or arising in the administration of the trust. A | 


settlor may thus make a claim by way of resulting trust, But, if the 
trust declared by the deed or instrument is void for illegality, the 
settlor so claiming is not such a cestud que trust, and no order will be 
made.—Re AMALGAMATED Socrety or Rartway SERVANTS, 
Apopison v. Prrcuer (Swinfen Eady, J., Oct. 14) (54 Sonicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 874 ; 1910, 2 Ch. 547). 


movecntion of Patent--Time for Appealing.--By ord. 53a, 
r. 4, all appeals to the court from any decision of the Comptroller 
of Pate nts in respect of restoration or revocation of patents “ shall 
be brought by petition presented to the court within one calendar 
month of the decision of the comptroller, or within such further time 
as the court may under special circumstances allow.” The period of 
the Long Vacation must for the purpose of this rule be reckoned in 
the month ; and dilatoriness, in the shape of inadvertence induced 
by the Long Vac ation, is not a “spec ial circumstance” under the 
rule—Re Bertpam’s Patent (Parker, J., Oct. 24, 31) (55 
Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 46 ; 1911, 1 Ch. 60). 


Criminal Law--Separation of Jury.--A jury is not allowed to 
separate in cases of murder, treason, and treason felony. But the 
rule is subject to the qualification that upon an emergency where it 
becomes necessary a juror may leave his fellows, even in the custody 
of a bailiff not sworn for that occasion to take charge of him.—R. ». 
Crippen (C.C.A., Nov. 5) (1911, 1 K. B. 149). 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


SHAW v. ROYCE (LIM.). 16th Nov. 


Company—Desenture Trust Deep—Masoriry Crause—VALIpITy— 
* ARRANGEMENT OR COMPROMISE.’’ 


Warrington, J. 


The trust deed securing debentures of the defendant company con 
tained a clause authorizing a general meeting of debenture holders by 
extraordinary resolution to assent to any arrangement or cOMPproMtise 
proposed to be made between the ¢ ympany and the debenture holders, 
provided that it was one which the court would have jurisdiction to 
eanction under the Joint Stock Companies trrangement Act, 1870, or 
any statutory modification thereof, if the company were being wound 
up, and the required majority at a meeting of the debenture holders, 
summoned pursuant to that Act, had agreed thereto, it a meeting of 
the debenture holders the requi site majority pas ed extraordinary resolu 
tions, sanctioning a deed under which each debenture holder was to 
surrender his debentures, which contained a quarantee on the part of 
the defendant company, m ¢ rchange for debentures carrying one hat} 
per cent. more interest, but no quarantee. The plaintiff, a dissentient 
debenture holder, « vught a declaration that the resolutions passed by the 


majority were not binding upon him. 
Held, that the transaction was “ 
the provision m the truat deed was binding mn the plaintiff. 


an arrangement,”’ and by reason of 


This was a decision upon the scope of the phrase ‘‘ arrangement or 
compromise "’ in a majority clause in a debenture trust deed. The facts 
on which the question arose, so far as they are material to that question, 
were as follows: The defendant company, Royce, Ltd., was _ incor 
porated in October, 1899, and in the year 1903 they issued debentures to 
the number of 250 of £100 each, for an amount, therefore, altogether 
of £25,000. Interest was payable on these debentures at the rate of 
4) per cent. per annum. In connection with the issue of those deben- 
tures, a trust deed, dated the 25th of March, 1903, was executed by 
the company of the one part, and the Law Guarantee and Trust Society, 
Ltd., of the other part. This deed recited, amongst other things, that 
the society had agreed with the company to guarantee the said deben 
tures, and it was intended that the guarantee in each case should be 
endorsed on the debenture, and should be framed in accordance with 
the form set out in the second schedule thereto. Then followed a 
number of provisions which are common in trust deeds of this descrip 
tion, the society being in this case the trustee. Amongst other pro 
visions was included the usual one that the security should become 
enforceable if default was made in the payment of interest. The deed 
also contained a provision for the establishment of a sinking fund, and 
a provision for the redemption of the debentures, so far as it was 
sufficient for the purpose, out of the sinking fund; and further 
(clause 30) a covenant by the company that they would, so long as the 
society should be under any liability in respect of any guarantee given 
by the society, pay to the society an annual premium or sum at the 
rate of 10s. per cent. per annum on the amount of the debentures so 
under guarantee and for the time being outstanding, and by clause 32 
it was provided that the provisions contained in the fifth schedule 


| thereto should have effect in the same manner as if such provisions were 
| therein set forth. These provisions were all of them in relation to the 
calling of meetings, and what might be done at such meetings, and it 
was provided that an extraordinary resolution passed at a gene ral meet 
ing of the debenture holders, duly convened and held in accordance 
with its provisions, should be binding upon all the debenture holders, 
whether present or not present at such meeting, and each of the 
debenture holders should be bound to give effect thereto accordingly, 
and that a general meeting of debenture holders might sanction an 
| arrangement or compromise proposed to be made between the company 
and the debenture holders, which the court would have jurisdiction 
to sanction under the Joint Stock Companies Arrangement Act, 1870, 
or any statutory modification thereof, if the company were being 
wound up, and the requisite majority at a meeting of the deben 
ture holders summoned pursuant to that Act had agreed thereto 
In 1908 a sale of part of the assets was made to a company, Rolls 
Royce (Limited), the sale being made partly for cash and partly for 
shares. The sale was sanctioned by an extraordinary resolution of the 
debenture holders, and a supplementary trust deed was executed. 
Reference need not be made to it in detail, as it is not here material 
As a result of that sale, however, and of the creation of the sinking 
fund, some of the debentures had been paid off, and there now remained 
outstanding 13,000 out of the original 25,000, of which the plaintiff held 
500. The next event was the winding up of the society, which took 
place on the 13th of December, 1909—the date of the “extraordinary 
resolution. That winding-up was continued under supervision by an 
order of the 14th of December, 1909. In January, 1910, the company, 
through its solicitors, applied to the liquidator to resign the society's 
office as trustee. The result of the correspondence between the 
company and the society through their solicitors was that, so far 
as they were concerned, it was arranged that the society should 
retire from the trusteeship, that the company should be freed 
from their liability to pay the premiums, and, if possible, that 
the guarantee should be released. Part of the scheme put forward was 
that the interest on the debentures should be increased from £4 10s. t 
£4 15s. per cent., and their obligation to make contributions to the sink 
ing fund was to cease. It was recognized from the first that in order to 
carry that out the release of the guarantee ought to be by each debenture 
holder, but it was found that the consent of every debenture holder 
could not be obtained. On the 7th of March two circular letters were 


| sent round to the debenture holders, one being a special notice of the 


meeting to be called on the 16th of March, and explaining what was 
proposed to be done, and another containing a form of assent, which the 
debenture holder was requested to sign. The plaintiff refused to sign 
that. The meeting was held on the 16th of March, and by a majority 
of more than three-fourths these resolutions were passed. The resolu- 
tions were these (putting them shortly) : (1) That the proposals of the 
company as to the release of the society from its guarantee, and as to 
the increased interest on the debentures be approved ; (2) that named 
persons be appointed trustees in place of the society ; (3) that notwith- 
standing the provisions of the trust deed of the 25th of March, 1903, 
the company should not be under obligation to make further payments 
to the sinking fund, and that the necessary deed be prepared and 
executed to carry this into effect A draft supplemental trust deed was 
prepared, of which the ptovisions were of this nature. Amongst other 
recitals it contained a recital in these terms : ‘‘ Whereas the society has 
recently become involved in financial difficulties, and it is considered 
desirable in the interests of the holders of the said debentures and of 
the company and of the society, that the society should cease to be 
trustee of the said deed, and that the provisions of the principal trust 
deed as regards sinking fund and the rate of interest payable on the de 
bentures, and the payment of future premiums in respect of the guaran 
tees given by the society, should be altered, and that the holders of the 


debentures should exchange their debentures for new debentures of the. 


company, carrying interest at the rate of 43 per cent. per 
annum, and not secured by any guarantee of the society.’ 
That deed, having been prepared, was submitted to the adjourned 
meeting on the 30th of March. At that meeting, after explanations had 
been given as to the position, the debenture holders, by a majority of 
over three-fourths, passed this resolution: ‘‘ That the draft supple 
mental trust deed, which has been produced and read to the meeting, 
and for the purpose of identification initialled by the chairman, be 
approved and carried into effect.” That deed contained the recital 
above set out requiring the debenture holders to surrender their deben 
tures and take in place of them debentures not containing any guarantee 
by the society, and that was the point which raised the question 
whether the resolutions were binding or not. 


WarrinctTon, J., set out these facts in the course of his judgment, 
nd said: Is this transaction which the debenture holders put 
ported to sanction within sub-clause 4? Is it one to which the majority 
can bind the minority’? In other words, is that which has been sanc- 
tioned ‘‘ an arrangement or compromise proposed to be made between 
the company and the debenture holders which the court would have 
jurisdiction to sanction under the Joint Stock Companies Arrangement 
Act, 1870, or any statutory modification thereof if the company were 
being wound up, and the requisite majority at a meeting of the deben 
ture holders summoned pursuant to that Act had agreed thereto 
I think it is. The position at the time when this arrangement was 
made was this. The company and the debenture holders had a society 
in liquidation as their trustee. The debenture holders also had as 
their guarantor a society in liquidation. The company were liable to 
go on paying the premiums to the liquidating society. I quite agree 
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that thé company might have ceased to pay the premiums, and the 
society might have ceased to be a trustee, and yet the guarantee would 
have been effectual at the suit of the debenture holders. Yet you have 
here a position which, as between the company and the debenture 
holders, was capable of arrangement; whether it could be called a com- 
promise may be matter of doubt, but the position of affairs was one 
which could properly be said to be the subject of an arrangement. Is 
it an arrangement Bobo the company and the debenture holders? 
Properly regarded, it is. They give up to the debenture holders some- 
thing which they did not have before, viz., the extra half per cent. 
On the other hand, they get the advantage of putting an end to the 
sinking fund. The company and the debenture holders get as trustees 
two gentlemen of whom they both approve in place of the liquidating 
society, and then, as a term without which the arrangement between 
the company and the debenture holders cannot be carried out, the com- 
pany stipulate that the society shall be released. Does the fact that 
there is the proviso just read alter the position? Would the court have 


jurisdiction to sanction this arrangement’ It has been decided over | 


and over again that the court has jurisdiction to sanction an arrange- 
ment between a company and its secured creditors which involves the 
giving up of an existing security. The court cannot have less jurisdic 
tion use it contains a stipulation which the company think it 
necessary to insert, and the debenture holders who vote for it think it 
is in the interests of the debenture holders to agree to. I cannot see 
how that can render it one which the court has no jurisdiction to sanc 
tion. In my opinion the resolution is binding on the plaintiff. It would 
be contrary to all principle to hold that such a transaction could be 
binding as to part and not as to the whole. The only conclusion I can 
come to is that the transaction is binding on him in the whole. If the 
defendants desire it, they are entitled to a declaration accordingly. 
Declare that the resolution of the 30th of March, and any deed executed 
or to be executed in pursuance thereof, will be binding upon the plain 
tiff.—Counsz, for the plaintiff, Cave, X.C., and G. R. Northcote; for 
the defendant company, J'errell, K.C., and J. W. Manning; for the 
defendant society, Younger, K.C., and Maugham. Soxictrrors, Field, 
Roscoe, & Co; Clarmont, Haynes, & Co.; Frere, Cholmely, & Co. 
[Reported by Percy T. Carper, Barrister-at-Law.] 


* . > 
High Court—King’s Bench 
7 * i 
Division. 
DANN AND ANOTHER ». CURZON. Div. Court. 20th Dee. 
ConTRAcT—AGREEMENT TO Do THAT WHICH MAY LEAD TO A BREACH OF 

THE PraceE—AGREEMENT TO TAKE CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS BEFORE A 

MAGISTRATE FOR AN AssAULT NEVER COMMITTED—AGREEMENT, AS 

Berna Contrary TO Pustic Poiicy, ILLEGAL AND UNENFORCEABLE. 

An agreement to do certain acts which involved proceedings being 
taken before a magistrate against a person for an assault that the parties 
knew had not been committed, solely by way of advertisement, is illegal 
and unenforceable as being contrary to public policy. 

An agreement to do certain acts that may in fact result in a breach of 
the peace is not necessarily illegal and unenforceable as being contrary 
to public policy. 

Appeal from the Westminster County Court. The plaintiffs, Mr. T. 
Dann, and his wife Mrs, Ethel Dann, sued the defendant Mr. Frank 
©urzon, manager of the Prince of Wales’s Theatre, to recover respec- 
tively the sums of £105 (£5 being abandoned), and £52 10s. The 
plaintiffs’ case was that these amounts were due to them under an 
agreement made by them with the defendant by which they were to 
organise, assist, and carry out at the Prince of Wales’s Theatre certain 
proceedings to advertise that theatre. It appeared the agreement was 
that Mrs. Dann and another lady were to wear extravagantly large 
hats at a matinee performance at that theatre, and that they were to 
persist in wearing them, and that the ladies were then to be removed 
from the theatre, and that police-court proceedings were to follow, 
instituted by the ladies against the defendant for an assault. The 
defendant denied that he had ever promised either of the plaintiffs 
the sum claimed. He admitted that he had made an arrangement with 
the plaintiffs that they should do certain acts by way of advertisement ; 
but he said that Mr. Dann was to be paid by the salary of which he 
Was in receipt, and that both he and his wife were to be refunded their 
expenses. ‘The defendant also pleaded that he had a set-off against 
the plaintiff, Mr. Dann—a judgment obtained in the High Court on a 
promissory note. The county court judge found as a fact that the 
defendant had made an agreement to pay the plaintiffs these sums, 
but he held that the agreement was illegal as being contrary to publi: 

llicy, on the grounds (1.) That what was agreed to ke done might 
ead to a breach of the peace, and (2.) that the agreement was that the 
ladies were to act in this way, and to take proceedings for an assault 
to which they themselves consented, by way of advertisement of the 
theatre. On these grounds, he held that the action was not maintain 
able, but he deprived the defendant of his costs. The plaintiffs appealed 
from his decision on the ground that the agreement was not against 
og policy, and the defendant upon the ground that he ought not to 
ave been deprived of his costs. This report does not deal with the 
‘defendant’s appeal. 

Pumumore, J. (having stated the facts of the case) continued as 
follows : The county court judge based his decision upon two grounds. 





led to a breach of the peace. The plaintiffs contended that there wa 
| no evidence from which he could have drawn the inference that a breach 
of the peace might have been caused. I do not propose to deal with 
this point. I have not heard counsel for the defendant on the matter, 
and I am not sure whether any appeal lies to this court upon the ground 
that a judge has drawn a wrong inference of fact from the facts proved 
before him. The plaintiffs also contended that, assuming two people do 
agree to do something which may lead to a breach of the peace, it does 
not follow that the agreement is illegal and unenforceable. In my 
opinion, however, the fact that an agreement may lead to a breach of 
the peace is not enough to make it unenforceable. If the parties con- 
templated that it would or probably would have that effect, that would 
be another matter; but I can imagine many agreements that might 
lead to a breach of the peace, but which nevertheless are and ought 
to be enforceable. As to the other ground, upon which the judge held 
these agreements to be against public policy, according to his finding, 
all that happened was done for the purpose of advertisement. It 1s 
true it has been suggested that what was done was to get the decision 
of a court of law upon the question of the right of a manager to eject 
from the theatre ladies who wore extravagant hats. That clearly was 
| the plaintiffs’ view, but I gather that the defendant denied it. How 
ever, the county court judge has found that, what was done, was done 
as an advertisement. What was to be done’ Two ladies with the 
consent of the defendant were to take criminal proceedings before a 
police magistrate against the defendant for an assault which had never 
been committed. I do not mind whether the defendant did, as the 
ladies said he did, lay his hand on them or whether he did not, as he 
himself said. I will assume that he did so, but even then, that was 
not an assault, because what was done, was done by the leave and 
licence of the ladies. If they had told the magistrate that it was part 
of the agreement that the defendant should lay his hand on them, the 
magistrate would have dismissed the prosecution. The agreement 
between these parties was one by which a criminal court was asked to 
adjudicate that something had happened which to the knowledge of 
the parties had not happened. This was a waste of public time, and 
these ladies would be putting a man in a peril for which they knew 
he ought not to be put in peril. The excuse cannot be made that this 
was an easy way of trying a civil question of law; and as it was done 
merely for advertisement, it was against public policy, and no agree 
ment in respect of it can be enforced. I think. therefore, the judge was 
right in giving judgment for the defendant in both actions, and the 
plaintiffs’ appeals must Be dismissed with costs. [The learned judge 
then dealt with the cross-appeal of the defendant as to costs.] 
Horrinar, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, for 
the plaintiffs, C. W. Lilley; for the defendants, J. A. Foote, K.C., and 
Schwabe. Soticrrors, Valpy, Peckham, & Chaplin; Wilkinson, 
Howlett, &: Wilkinson. 
[Reported by C. G. Mornay, Barrister-at-Law.] 


UPFILL v. WRIGHT. Div. Court. 17th Dee. 


LANDLORD AND TeNANT—ContRACT—FLat Let to ‘‘ Kepr’’ Woman— 
Man Recetvep at Frat—Rentr Paro By Man Turoven Mistress— 
CrncuMSTANCES KNown TO LANDLORD’s AGENT—ILLEGAL CONTRACT 
Derence TO Action ror Rent. 

Jt is a qood defence to an action for the rent of a flat that at the 
time the flat was let to the defendant the plaintiff's agent, who let the 
Hat, knew that the defendant was the mistress and “kept” woman 
of H.. that the defendant intended to receive Hl. at the flat, and that 
the rent was to be found by Ha, although paid through the defendant. 

Pearce v. Brooks (L. 2. 1 Ex. 213) followed. 

Appeal from the Clerkenwell County Court. The plaintiff's agent 
let a flat to the defendant, who was, to the knowledge of the plaintiff's 
agent, the mistress of one H. He also knew that H. was finding the 
rent of the flat, and that the defendant would, as in fact she did, 
receive H. at the flat. On the plaintiff bringing an action for 
£72 10s., two quarters’ rent of the flat, the defendant raised the 
defence that, as it was known to the plaintiff's agent when the flat 
was let, that the defendant intended to receive H. there for immoral 
purposes, and that H. was to provide the rent, the case came within 
the principle laid down in Pearce v. Brooks (L. R. 1 Ex. 213), and 
the rent was irrecoverable. The county court judge held that the case 
was distinguishable from that where premises were let to a woman, 
who was a prostitute, for the purpose of receiving men, and gave 
judgment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed. From this decision 
the defendant appealed. 

DarwinG, J., having stated.the facts of the case, continued : There 
is any amount of authority to the effect that if goods are sold or 
hired to a prostitute to enable her to carry on her prostitution, the 
price of the goods or the amount of the hire of them cannot be recovered. 
The county court judge was well aware of this, and in his judgment 
he decided in favour of the plaintiff on the following grounds :—‘‘ 
have consulted the authorities, and in particular the well-known case 
of Pearce v. Brooks (ubi- supra) (where a claim for hire of a 
brougham against a prostitute failed) and there is no doubt that if 
a man, or his agent, knowingly lets a house to a prostitute and he aiso 
knows that she intends to take or receive men there (not if she 
intends to use it merely as her residence), the rent is irrecoverable. 
But I am being asked to go a great deal further than any decided 
case, and I am not prepared to go to the length of holding that in 


‘The first of these was, that the carrying out of this incident might have | the present case the rent is irrecoverable.’’ For these reasous he gave 
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judgment for the plaintiff, and the defendant has appealed from that 
decision. [ do not think it necessary to go into many authorities 
upon this subject, because the law is perfectly plain, and is condensed 
in a very few words in the judgment of Chief Baron Pollock in 
Pearce vy. Brooks. He there said: ‘‘The rule which is applicable 
to the matter is ¢z turpi causa non oritur actio, and whether it is an 
immoral or an illegal purpose in which the plaintiff has participated, it 
comes equally within the terms of that maxim and the effect is the same ; 
no cause of action can arise out of either the one or the other.’’ Apply 
ing that rule to the present case, all that one has to see is whether 
this was either an illegal or immoral purpose for which this flat was 
let. There can be no doubt on the facts as found that the flat was 
let for the purpose of enabling the defendant and this one man, at 
all events, to commit fornication with her there. I do not think it 
makes any difference whether she was a common prostitute or whether 
she was simply the kept mistress of this one man if the flat was let 
to her for the purpose of committing this sin of fornication. That 
fornication is immoral there can be no doubt. In the Litany in the 
Prayer-book of the Church of England it is spoken of as 


a ‘deadly sir und == tthe Prayer-book is dependent for its 
existence and for its being read in the churches. But there 
is greater reason than that for saying that fornication is 
immoral ind immoral ’ the sense that courts of law 
will take cognizance of the fact that it is immoral There 
ic a statute 15 Edw. 1, st. 4) set out in Phillimore’s Eccle- 

stical La ich enact as fol The King to his judges 
sendeth greeting. Us selves circumspectly in all matters concern- 
ng the Bishop of Norwich and his clergy; not punishing them if they 


in Court Christian of such things as be mere spiritual; 


have held plea 


that is to wit of penances enjoined by prelates for deadly sin; as forni 
fication, adultery, and eu h like; for the which sometimes corporeal 
penance and sometimes pecuniary is enjoined, specially if a freeman 
be convicted of such things . . - in all cases aforereserved the 
spiritual judge shall have power to take knowledge notwithstanding the 
King’s prohibition Although this statute in terms relates only to 
the Biehop of Norwich, there is a note to the effect that his name was 
only inserted as an example, and that the statute applied to all the 
bishops within this realm. That Act was passed because it was an 


offence for people to meddle with cases which were properly cogniz 
able by the King’s justice, and therefore the justices are commanded 
that although the matters referred to were cognizable by law they are 
to allow them to be punished by the bishops and are not to punish 
the bishops if they punish the sinners themselves. Beyond that there 
is a statute, 27 Geo. 3, c. 44, which provides that ‘“‘no suit shall be 
lesiastical Court for fornication or incontinence 


commenced in any F 
calendar months from the time 


after the expiration of eight 


when such offer shall have been committed . . nor for for 
nication at any time after the parties offending shall have lawfully 
intermarried he reason for the passing of that Act was this 

It was desired by Parliament to prevent the Ecclesiastical Courts from 
punishing for fornication women who had had bastard children. There 
would be no defence to such a charge if it were proved that a woman 
had had a bastard child, because it would follow that she must have 


committed fornication Therefore the statute provided that no suit 
should be commenced after eight calendar months from the commission of 
The offence itself, however, remained an offence punishable 


interest that a further appeal should be brought to the House of Lords, 
or it the certificate is granted pending the appeal to the House of Lords 

The Crown having obtained a certificate of the Attorney-General that 
a decision of the Court of Criminal Appeal, by which two convictions 
were quashed was of exceptional public importance, and that it was 
desirable, in the public interest, that a further appeal should be brought, 
appealed succ contdily to the House of Lords. There being no machinery 
in the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, for the House of Lords giving effect 
to their order, the Court of Criminal Appeal, on application made to 
them by the Crown, expunged from the record of their court the order 
which had been made, setting aside the verdict of guilty, and ente ring 
ane of acquittal. Accordingly the convictions stood, and an order was 
made for the arrest of the defendants. 

This was an appeal by two appellants from convictions at the Central 
Criminal Court under the Punishment of Incest Act, 1908, on a trial 
before Scrutton, J., who gave the appellants leave to appeal. The 
appeal was successful, and the convictions were quashed. Counsel 
for the Crown then applied that the appellants might be held to bail 
or kept in custody pending an application to the Attorney-General 
under section 1 (6) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, that the decision 
of the court involved a point of law of exceptional public importance, 
and that it was desirable, in the public interest, that a further appeal 
should be brought, and if such a certificate was granted pending the 
appeal by the prosecution to the House of Lords. 

Lord Atverstong, C.J., in delivering the judgment of the court (Lord 
Atverstone, C.J., and Dartine and Pickrorp, JJ.), said : This applica- 
tion raises an important point which we have not yet had to consider. 
We think that the language of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, is not 
sufficient to enable us to order a successful appellant to remain in 
custody or to be held to bail. By section 4 (2) of that Act, ‘‘ Subject 
to the special provisions of this Act, the Court of Criminal Appeal 
shall, if they allow an appeal against conviction, quash the conviction 
and direct a judgment and verdict of acquittal to be entered.”’ It is 
said that the special provision contained in section 1 (6) of the Act te 
which I will call attention, is such as to enable us to take the course 
suggested. In our opinion, the language of that sub-section is not 
sufficient. We are dealing with a very important matter—namely, the 
liberty of the subject, and the power to impose upon defendants whose 
convictions have been quashed by this court the obligation of finding 
bail or of being kept in custody. It must be remembered that the 
Act gives the court no power to grant a new trial. The opening words 
of section 4 (2) are required for another purpose, because by section 5 
(2) of the Act special power is given to the court under the circumstances 
there detailed to enter another conviction against the appellant and 
to award him another punishment, and so to make an order which does 
not involve a judgment and verdict of acquittal, although the particuls 


| conviction from which the appellant has appealed may be quashed. It 
| seems to us that express words would be required to give us power to 


the offence 

in the Ecclesiastical Courts, and was recognised in the statutes of the 

realm as an offence so punishable, and it cannot be contended that it 

is not illegal in the sense that it is against a law which is part of the | 


lawe of the realn Neither can it be contended that it is not immoral 
in the sense that it is stated to be immoral in authoritative ordinances 
of which judges a bound to take notice. In my opinion this house 


in this case was let for an immoral purpose. The rent which was 


to arise out of the letting was an incident which established that the 


landlord participated in the 
illegal or immoral gains of the woman 
within the rule, that out of a forbidden o1 


Therefore the case comes 
disgraceful cause no 
action in the 
plaintiff was not entitled to recover this rent, 
should be allowed with costs 

Bucknitt, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsen, for 
the plaintiff, A. Powell, K.C., and A. 8S. Poyser; for the defendant, 
Clarke Hall. Souticrrors, Arthur Newton & Co.; Futvoye & Co 

[Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at-Law.] 


and that the appeal 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. BALL AND BALL. 3lst Oct. ; 8th Nov. ; 19th Dee. 


Carmina Law—Svuccessrot Apprat—Convicrton QuasHep—APpPLica- 
TION TO ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR Crerrtiri ATE APPFAI To Hovse OF 
Lorps—No Power to Keep Successrvt APPeLLaANt 1x Custopy or 
to Hotp Hm ro Bar. PenpinGc AppLicaTION AND APPEAL. 


When the Court of Criminal Appeal allows an appeal and quashes the 
conviction of an appellant, the court hes no power to hold the successful 
a ypellent to bail or to keep him in custody pendwg an application to the 

ideorney General under section 1 (6) of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, 


for his certificate that the decision of the court involves a point of law 


King’s Court can arise For that reason, I think the | 


of exceptional public importance, and that it is desirable in the public | 


illegal or immoral purpose, and in the | 


hold these defendants to bail, or to keep them in custody. The order, 
therefore, will be that the convictions are quashed, and we can make no 
order whatever to detain the defendants or to hold them to bail. 

The appellants were then released. The certificate of the Attorney- 
General having been obtained, the prosecution appealed to the House 
of Lords, who allowed the appeal, and remitted the case to the Court 
of Criminal Appeal with an instruction that the order appealed from 
should be reversed (see the report ante, p. 139). 

On the 19th of December application was made to the Court of 
Criminal Appeal by the Crown for an order of that court to enforce 
the order of the House of Lords. It appeared that there was no 
machinery in the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, enabling the House of 
Lords to enforce its own order. 

Tue Court (Lord Atverstone, C.J., and Pickrorp and Avory, JJ.) 
expunged from the record of the court the order which had been made 
setting aside the verdict of guilty and entering one of acquittal. Accord 
ingly, the convictions stood, and an order was made for the arrest of 
the defendants.—CounseL, for the appellants, Forrest Fulton; for the 
Crown, Graham Campbell. Soricrrors, The Registrar of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal; The Director of Public Prosecutions. 

{Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.]} 








Societies. 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this arso- 
ciation was held at the Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, 
on the llst inst., Mr. Maurice A. Tweedie in the chair. The other 
directors present were :—Messrs. W. C. Blandy (Reading), Walte: 
Cheesman (Hastings), T. S: Curtis, A. Davenport, Thomas Dixon 
(Chelmsford), W. E. Gillett, Chas. Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, 
L. W. N. Hickley, H. J. Johnson, C. G. May, Herbert Monckton 
(Maidstone), R. S. Taylor, and W. M. Walters. A eum of £500 was 
distributed in grants of relief, four new members were admitted, and 
other general business was transacted. 








The President of the Law Society (Mr. Henry J. Johnson) has 
consented to preside at the 51st anniversary festival of the Solicitors 
Benevolent Association. 
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Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrety.—January 10.—Chairman, Mr. 
T. B. Harston. The subject for debate was: “That the case of 
Wallis, Son, d& Wella v. Pratt and Haynes (1910. 2 K.B. 1003) was 
wrongly decided.” Mr. Blackwell opened in the affirmative, Mr. R. H. 
Willcocks seconded in the affirmative; Mr. T. B. Jones opened in the 
negative, Mr. R. J. Davies seconded in the negative. The following 
members continued the debate: Messrs. Wates, Meyer, Kafka, Tyser, 
W. S. Jones, and F. Burgis. The motion was carried by four votes. 


Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 

Freperic WiLL1AM Impert-Terry and FREDERICK Brookrs Pace, 
solicitors (Angell, Imbert-Terry, & Page), 93, Gresham-street, London. 
Jan. 4. 

Francis Epwarp CrarKe and GeorGe WHITTINGTON, solicitors 
(Clarke & Whittington), Leede. Dec. 31. The said George Whitting 
ton will continue to practise at 34, Albion-street, Leeds, in his own 





in partnership with his son, Francis Eagle Clarke, under the style of 
Clarke & Son, at 77, Albion-street, Leeds (telephone 981). 

Wriu1am Francis and Srvartr Freperick Bates, solicitors (Francis 
& Bates), Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Dec. 31. 

Artuur Pricer Liuewettyn and Rurert Artuur LLewe.yn, eolici 
tors (Llewellyn & Son), Tunstall. Dee. 31 

LeonaRp Aurrep Lavraine NortrH and Hersertr Percy ‘Taso 
solicitors and parliamentary agents (North & Talbot), Birkbeck Bank 
chambers, Holborn, London, Hatfield, Herts, and Purley, Surrey 
Sept. 29. 

HERBERT JOHN CAMPBELL SHEPARD and Cuaries Davip Lewis, solici 
tors (Shepard & Lewis), Tredegar. Dec. 31. 
[Gazette, Jan. 6. | 

Epwarp Joun Strokes and Artuur GLenTon Lewis, solicitors (Stokes 
& Lewis), 2, Stone-buildin Lincoln’s-inn, London. Dec. 31. The 
said Edward John Stokes will continue to carry on business at 2, Stone- 
buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, aforesaid; the said Arthur Glenten Lewis 
will carry on business at Nos. 37 and 39, Essex-street, Strand, Lon 
don. 

[Gazette, Jan. 10. 
| 
! 


Information Wanted. 

ARTHUR JOHN HAINES, Deceased, late of ‘* Princess Victoria.” 
55, Robert-street, Regent’s Park, N.W., Licensed Victualler.—Will 
the solicitor who prepared a wiil for the above-named deceased during 
the past few years please communicate at once with the undersigned.— | 
Dated this 6th day of January, 1911. Walter Maskell & Nisbet, Solici- 
tors, 7, John-street, Bedford-row, W.C. 

MRS. ELIZABETH SALOME CASTOR, Deceased.—Any one 
having custody of securities or papers belonging to the late Mrs. Eliza- 
beth Salome Castor, who died on the 22nd ult., is requested to com- 
municate with Messrs, Lewin & Co., Solicitors, of 32, Southampton 
street, Strand, London. 








General. 
The following bulletin regarding Lord Wolverhampton’s health was 
issued on Monday :—‘‘ We have examined Lord Wolverhampton, and 


find him in a very feeble condition, suffering severely from shock. 
Abeolute rest and quiet will for some time be imperatively needed.— 
Robert H. Simon, M.D., E. Hayling Coleman, M.D.”’ 

Mr. William Grange, says the J'imes, celebrated on Saturday his 
jubilee as the Town Clerk of Grimsby. He has acted during the same 
period as clerk to the magistrates. He is head of the firm of Grange & 
Wintringham, solicitors, and, although a nonagenarian, is in excellent 
health, and in daily attendance upon his duties. [Mr. Grange was 
admitted in 1849.) 

The statutory period for lodging petitions against private Bills to be 
considered during the forthcoming session of Parliament has expired, 
and at the offices in the House of Commons it was, says the Evening 
Standard, announced that there were 128 Bills to be dealt with. Peti- 
tions indicating opposition in eighteen cases were received and passed 
after examination. 

It is announced that schedules of estates under the charge of the 
Administrators-General of Bengal, Madras, and Bombay for the half- 
year ending the 30th of June, 1910, have been received, and are open 
to the inepection of the public in the India Office (Room No. 106). A 
list of sums remitted by the several Administrators-General and 
official trustees previously to the 30th of June, 1910, for payment in this 
country which remain unclaimed is also open for inspection. 
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name (telephone 931); the said Francis Edward Clarke will Sas 


“MORE FOR THE SAME MONEY” 


describes in a sentence the IMPROVED ANNUITY 
RATES now offered by THE CENTURY. 


EXAMPLE: 
A Male Life, aged 60, can for £1,000 buy A LIFE 
INCOME of - . . - . - £90 18 4 
The average of British Life Offices is - . - 87 17 6 


£3 O 10 





Difference in favour of CENTURY 


Full Prospectus on application 


CENTURY 


INSURANCE COMPANY, LTD.,, 
EDINBURGH (Head Office): 18, CHARLOTTE SQUARE. 


Agency applications invited. 








Mr. A. H. Jessel, K.C., is stated to be improving in health, and was 
able to leave his bed on the 9th inst. for the first time since his indispo- 
sition. 

When a charge of meat stealing was about to be heard at the Swan 
sea Quarter Sessions, the man charged with the offence was, says the 
Evening Standard, found to be miseing. He was discovered among the 
grand jury, helping to decide whether there was a bill against himself 
or not. He explained that he thought the jurymen were all prisoners, 
He was found not guilty, and discharged. 


Sir Herbert Cozens-Hardy, Master of the Rolls, is, says the Hvening 
Standard, a Nortolk man, who has never lost interest in his native 
llage. His recent gift of a village hall to the folk of Letheringsett 
vas preceded some ten years ago by a present of a fire engine, 500 ft 
of hose, and a properly-fitted engine room. Letheringsett Hall, where 


Sir Herbert was born, came to the family through the marriage of his 
grandfather, Jeremiah Cozens, to the daughter of William Hardy, ot 
Letheringsett. ° 

While the West Somerset County Hunt Ball was in progress at 
Taunton early on Wednesday morning, says the Daily Telegraph, one 
of the guests, Mr. Edgar H. Watson, a well-known local solicitor, died 


| suddenly. He exclaimed during one of the dances, “I feel funny,” and 


fell to the floor. He was at once carried to an adjoining room, and when 
he was examined by several doctors who were present he was found to 
be dead. The ball was immediately abandoned. The deceased gentle- 
man was about 49 years of age. [Mr. Watson was admitted in 1884.] 

Referring to the late Lord Collins in his sermon at the Temple 
Church, on Sunday laet, the Master of the Temple said he had many 
great gifts. Of all his gifts one would put highest perhaps a certain 
quiet charm of character which won the esteem and affection of all 
who knew him well. He always seemed as if he might have taken for 
his motto the prophet’s words, ‘‘ In quietness and confidence shall be 
your strength.”’ He had all the strength of a quiet and eerene nature. 
His good, quiet talk and simple, quiet manner were free from the 
slightest tinge of personal self-assertion, and one felt that the grace ot 
unobtrusiveness was never displayed to greater advantage than when it 
was seen in a really eminent man. 

It is announced that during the ensuing Hilary Sittings the Council 
of Legal Education will appoint examiners in the following subjects : 
Roman Law; Constitutional Law (English and Colonial) and Legal 
History ; Evidence, Procedure (Civil and Criminal) and Criminal Law ; 
the Law of Real Property and Conveyancing; Common Law; Equity. 
The Council will be glad to receive on or before the 3lst of January 
at the offices, 15, Old-square, Lincoln’s Inr, the names of any gentle 
men who are desirous of being appointed, together with copies of any 
testimonials, not exceeding three, they may wish to eubmit to the 
Council. The Hon. John Mansfield has resigned, but the other 
examiners seek re-appointment. No application is to be made to any 
member of the Council personally. 

The Supreme Court of Ne braska has, says the American Law Review, 
decided that a woman has a right to hold the elective office of county 
treasurer in that State, although she could not have voted for herself 
or her opponent under the laws. The decision was not unanimous, but 
the majority opinion holds that under the common law women were 
entitled to hold administrative offices of which they were competent to 
discharge the duties, and that, as there was no question raised as to 
relator’s competency, she was entitled to hold the office, not withstanding 
her ineligibility to vote for herself. One member of the court, specially 
concurring in the conclusions, doubts the correctness of the right of a 
woman to hold such an office under the common law of England, but 
takes the position that, owing to changed conditions in this country, the 
right should here be granted, irrespective of ancient custom or common 
law. Fawcett, J., dissents, saying that, if a woman is eligible to 
euch an office as that involved, she is just as eligible to the office of 
Governor, and, while agreeing that many women would make better 
governors than some States have had, he thinks it rests with the Legisla 
ture. and not with the court, to specifically declare their eligibility, 
and that no one should be allowed to hold an office who cannot vote 
for a candidate for it. 
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At the Holbeach County Court, on the 6th inst., says the 7'imes, in 
delivering judgment 
authority to pledge the husband’s credit, his Honour Judge Mulligan, 
K.C., said that in each case in which he was giving judgment it had 


| 


been arranged between husband and wife that the wife should have a 


weekly sum to defray t expenses of the home In each caee the wife 
carried out the ar ement for some yea i.e., the wif 
d paid him in full for four years. After 
wards the wives bega to buy more than they could pay for Chis 
habit grew. The accounts mounted up year by year until one of the 
women (the wife of houre had unnaid biils exceeding £50. The 
husbands personally did not order anything, pay for anything, or 
know anythir f t The tradeemen, his Honour proceeded, 
now sue the husban d say they had no notice of any arrangement 
between husband ane i No doubt where husband and wife are 
living togethe here umption of fact that the husband has 
delegated to the fe suthority to ’ 
tion may be rebutted ! ing that the husband hae made some 
other prov The a neement nade in each of the present « € 
does in the circumstances rebut such primd facie presumption. I adopt 
the reasonin and the ‘ 1 Morel v. Harl of Weatmorlend (20 T. L. R 
I find that the g of the arrangement come to in each 

ise is tl t! iy \ nt wae substituted for the pre 

sumptive agency ny authority, express o1 
implied, to pledge the credit of h usband. One of the husband 
had not heard of an‘ im or of the action until he was served with 
a summons to com! him to prisor the earlier proceedings having 
as usnal, been served on the wife, the last person in the world likely 
to bring the claim to the notice of the husband. If I were asked what 
amendments ought to be made by the Legislature, I should say it would 
he 1 great improvement if goods in the home to the value of £20 wer« 
exempted from distre ind execution, as in bankruptcy ; and if all 
claims which would come within the jurisdiction of the county court 
) were abeolutely extinguished at 


His Honour gave judg 


goods from the trad 


buy necessaries That presump 


of the e, al negatives a 


items in running accounts 
r after thev arise 


(including 
the expiration 
} lefendant ne ea th « 


of one ve 


ment f 


| divert P } F ind Westminster Bank 
(Limited ft on { 1 and doubtful debts, apply 
ing £125,000 in writing d ni stment nd transferring £50,000 


three actions, which had reference to a wife's | 


ordered | 


| Kampers v Spellen appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lush without 
a jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 2, 1910 (Nov 14) 

Sanderson & Co v Tagart, Beaton & Co appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 1, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Scrutton and a special jury, Lancaster 

| (Nov 15) 

Green v Rheinberg appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Phillimore and 
Avory, dated Oct 21, 1910 (Nov 17) 

| Hossack v Batley appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Channel] 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Oct 28, 1910 (security ordered 
(Nov 21) 

Lloyd v Grace Smith & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Scrutton and a special jury, Liverpool (Nov 22) 

Silas Gesellschaft Mit Beschrankter Haftung v Wolf and anr appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance without a jury, dated Oct 
51, 1910 (Nov 22) 

Kent v Tittall (Case 1) appl of G J Petherbridge from judgt of the 
Divisional Court, dated Nov 8, 1910 (Nov 22). Same v Same (Case 
2) appl of T H Geary from judgt of the Divisional Court, dated 
Nov 8, 1910 (Nov 22) 

Kinnell v Walker appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling and a 
special jury, Middlesex, dated Nov 4, 1910 (Nov 23) 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889, and Railway Co’s Arbitration Act, 1859, 
and In re Arbitration Earle and anr and The London & North 
Western Ry Co appl of Earle & Pollen from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated Nov 10, 1910 (Nov 24) 

Kingston-upon-Hull Corpn v Hackney Union appl of respts from 
judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Darling and Pickford, 
dated Nov 11, 1910 (Nov 25) 

Talbot v Von Boris and anr appln of deft M E Von Boris for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 17, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, London 
(Nov 25) 

Deyes v Wood & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, 
without a jury, Manchester, dated Nov 15, 1910 Nov 25 

Metropolitan Bank of England & Wales v Thomas and anr appln of 
pltfis for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
Nov 17, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Coleridge and a special jury, 
Glamorganshire Nov 26 

Brooke v The Bristol Tramways & Carriage Co Id and ors appln of 





to premise unt ive lares d dend of 10s per hare, 
heing at the rate o 4 eT t ’ annum, free of income tax, for 
the half-vear ende t (making a total distribution | 
for the year of 20 per cet eaving a balance of about £156,000 to be | 
carried forward The sum of £200,000 has been taken from the | 
reserve of £4,250,000 and also applied in writing down investments. 


‘ : , | 
Roya Navan Cottecr, Osrorne.—For information relating to the 


entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. | 
Sir FE. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 

description of life at the R yyal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvr.] 


Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora ov Reorsreans 1» ATTENDANCE OW 


Mr. Justice 
Swinvew Eapy 
Mr Synge 


Euencevoy Aprrrat Court Mr. Justice 
Date. Rora. No, 2. Joror. 
Mr Goldschmidt Mr Borrer 
Greawell Leach Goldachmidt 
Farmer Greswell 
Wednes ta . 18 Borrer Beal 
ouneing -. au ae Leach Borrer Bloxam Beal 
Fndav : 29 Farmer Leach Tneed —- 
aa ke r Farmer Church wach 
Saturday .... .. 21 Bloxam | 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Warainoron. Nevitie PaRkEn. Eve. 
Monday Jan. 16 Mr Bloxam Mr Beal Mr Parmer Mr Church 
Tuesday » 17 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge 
Wednesday ...... Charch Leach Theed Goldschmidt 
Thursday... Synge Farmer Chureh 
Friday = Goldachmidt Bloxam Synge l 
Saturday Greswel) Theed Goldsc bmvdt Borrer 


6 Mr Greswell 
7 Real 





Monday, 
Tuesday 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1911. 
( Continued Srom page 174.) 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1910. 

Stanley Pianoforte Co v Getgood, Wife and ors appln of deft Getgood 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 1, 
1910. at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex 
(Nov 11) 


defts, The Bristoi Tramways, &c., Co ld for judgt or new trial on 
app] from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Bristol Nov 28 

Taylor v Automobile de Luxe Id appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 30, 1910, at trial 
before The Lord Chief Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 2 

Cockerill v G Rennard appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Noy 25, 1910, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Leeds Dec 6 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 1908 Kedwell (tenant) v Flint & 
Ce and ors (landlords) appl of tenant from judgt of Judge Shortt 
of County Court of Kent, holden at Canterbury, dated Nov 29, 1910 
Dec 7 

Griffiths v Eccles Provident Industrial Co-operative Soc ld appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr. Justice Avory without a jury, Manchester, 
dated Nov 29, 1910 Dec 8 

Tolputt & Co ld v Mole appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Philli- 
more and Avory (Divisional Court), dated Nov 22, 1910 Dec 8 

G. Bakter & J. J. Elliott ld v T Parker the younger appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Justices Phillimore and Coleridge, dated Dec 1, 1910 
Dec 10 

Griffiths and anr v Benn appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 1, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 10 
Sucalossi v Waldorf Hotel Cold appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1910, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Scrutton and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 12 

Lotinga v Edward Lloyd Id appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 3, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 13 

Brooke v British Tramways & Co ld_ appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 25, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Coleridge and a special jury, Bristol Dec 13 

Lurcott v Wakeley & Wheeler appl of defts from judgt of Justices 
Darling and Bucknill, dated Dec 8, 1910 Dec 14. 

Lynn v The London United Tramways ld appln of defts for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 14, 1910, 
at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a common jury, Middlesex 
Dec 15 ° 

Max-Wedler v Sir J H W Schroder and ors appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 6, 1910, at 
trial before Mr. Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
Dec 19 

towley v Hyatts Id appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and indgt, dated Nov 24, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 19 

The King v The Commissioner of Police appl of W A Peace from 

pte: The Lord Chief Justice and Satine Pickford and Avory, 
dated Dec 7, 1910 Dec 20 

Shufflebotham v Stebbings appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling 
and Bucknill, dated Dec 6, 1910 Dec 21 
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Bott v London General Omnibus Co appin of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 10, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Bankes and a common jury, Middlesex Dec 22 


| 


Simmons v Edward Lloyd Id appln of defts for judgt or new trial | 


on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Dec 13, 1910, at tria! before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Dec 22 

Thorn (wife &c.) v Thorn appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Philli- 
more and Horridge (Divisional Court), dated Dec 17, 1910 Dec 23 

Sanguinetti v Bernicey appl of pltff from judgt of Mr. Justice Chan- 
nell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 5, 1910 Dec 23 

Britten v Lipkin appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Phillimore and 
Horridge, dated Dec 8, 1910 Dee 23 

McGrath v Owen appl of deft from judgt of Justices Phillimore and 
Horridge, dated Dec 9, 1910 Dec 23 

Wigglesworth (suppliant) v The King appl of suppliant from judgt of 
Mr. Justice Channel, dated Dec 16, 1910 (special case) Dec 23 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1910. 

Hero—1909—Folio 497 The Commissioners for executing the _— 
of Lord High Admiral of the United Kingdom and the Officers an: 
Crew of H.M. Ship ‘“‘ Blackwater ’’ (damage) suing for their lost 
effects v The Owners of ss ‘‘Hero’’ appl of pltffs from judgt of 
The President, dated May 30, 1910 (July 25) 

Cecil—1909—Folio 492 The Owners of Cargo of the Steamship Cecil 
v The Owners of the Steamship Cecil (damage) appl of defts fron 
judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated July 28, 1910 (Oct 24) 

Weetcok—1910—Folio 504 David McIvor & Sons & Co ld v The 
Liverpool ‘Screw Towing and Lighterage Co ld (damage) appl of 
defts from judgt of The President, dated Oct 31, 1910 (Nov 24) 

Zeeland—1910—Foiio 297 The Ownere of the Keel John Richard an 
ors v The Owners of Steamship Zeeland (damage) appl of pltff 
from judgt of The President, dated Nov 7, 1910 (Nov 28) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1910. 
Reeder v Cooper appl of Curtis and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated April 14, 1910 (so liberty to apply) (April 16) 
Carter v Master appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, date] 
May 31, 1910 (s o liberty to apply to restore) (June 3) 

Brown v Konan and ors appl of pltff in person from order of Mr Jus 
tice Bray, dated Nov 18, 1910 (Now 23) 

Griffiths v Griffiths and ors appl of deft T D Griffith from order of 
Mr Justice Lush, dated Nov 22, 1910 (Dec 8) 

G Freeman & Sons v Chester Rural District Council appl of defts 
from order of Mr Justice Lush, dated Dec 12, 1910 (Dec 19) 

Cats v Palmer appl of pltff from order of Justices Darling and Buck 
nill, dated Dec 12, 1910 (Dec 22) 

Ginn v Robey appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Bucknill, dated 
Dec 19, 1910 (Dec 21) 


In RE THE WoRKMEN’S CompENSATION Acts, 1897 aNp 1906. 


(From County Courts.) 
1910. 


Baker v Jewell appl of applicant from award of County Court (Mid 
dlesex, Shoreditch), dated June 16, 1910 (remitted to County Court 





Judge) (July 1) 

Davies v Hills Plymouth Colliery 
County Court (Glamorgan, Merthyr 
(s o till after decision in House of Lords in ‘‘ Pope v Hills Plymouth | 
Co a (July 5) 

| 


appl of applicant from award of | 


Tydfil), dated June 23, 1910 


Reading v Cullis appl of respt from award of County Court (War 
wickshire, Coventry), dated July 14, 1910 (Aug 4) 

Cole v Evans Son Lescher & Webb Id appl of respts from award of | 
County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool Court of Passage, Liverpool), | 
dated Aug 6, 1910 (Aug 23) 

Weighill v South Heaton Coal Co Id 
County Court (Durham, Seaham 
(Oct 21) 

Thomas Phillips v Godfrey Williams appl of applicant from award of | 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Neath), dated Oct 28, 1910 (Nov 16) 
The Graigola Merthyr Co ld v Jones appl of applicants from award of | 
County Court (G lamorgan, Swansea), dated Aug 20, 1910 (Nov 21) 
Burgess & Co ld v Jewell appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Glamorgan, Swansea), dated Nov 1, 1910 (Nov 22) 
les v Pascall & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court | 
(Surrey, Croydon), dated Nov 16, 1910 (Nov 23) | 

Place v Sutcliffe appl of respt from award of County Court (Yorks, | 
Huddersfield), dated Nov 2, 1910 (Nov 23) 

O’Brien & Co v Mayor, &c, of Rochdale appl of respts from award of | 
County Court (Lancashire, Rochdale), dated Nov 4, 1910 (Nov 25) 


appl of respts from award of 
Harbour), dated Oct 3, 1910) 


McNamara & Co Id v Burtt appl of reept from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Shoreditch), dated Nov 15, 1910 (Nov 25) 

Leach _v Hickson appl of applicant. from award of County Court (Lan 
cashire, Manchester), dated Nov 16, 1910 (Nov 30) 
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Riley v WwW Holland & ‘Sons ld _appl of respts from award of ‘County 
Court (Lancashire, Manchester), dated Nov 16, 1910 (Nov 50) 

Cardiff Corpn v Hall appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Glamorganshire, Cardiff), dated Nov 24, 1910 (Dec 5) 

Angus Macdonald v Keiller & Sons ld app! of applicant from — of 
County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated Nov 15, 1910 (Dec 

David v The Windsor Steam Coal Co ld _ appl of applicant _ award 
of County Court (Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated Nov 21, 1919 
(Dec 8 

Hawkins v Powell’s Tillery Steam Coal ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Monmouthshire, Tredegar),” dated Oct 26, 1910 
(Dec 9) 

Ward v Miles 


shire, Birmingham), 


appl of respt from award of County Court (Warwick 

dated Nov 25, 1910 (Dee 13) 

Sapcote v Hancock appl of respt from award of County Court (War- 
wickshire, Birmingham), dated Nov 28, 1910 (Dec 16) 

Groves v Burroughes & Watts ld appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated Dec 5, 1910 (Dec 20) 

Honor v Painter appl of respt from award of County Court (Surrey, 
Southwark), dated Dee 1, 1910 (Dee 22) 
N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine and King 

Final Appeals, &c., set down to December 24th, 1910. 


‘s Bem h 





Circuits of the Judges. 


The following Judges will remain in town: THE Lorp Crier JUSTICE 
oF ENGLAND, PuILurmmore, J., Pickrorp, J., and Scrutron, J., dur- 
ing the whole of the Circuits ; the other Judges till their respective Com- 
mission Days. 

Notice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Cireuit Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be 
taken on the first working dav ; in other cases the note appended to the 
name of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business 
will not be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges 
go there will be no alteration in the old practice. 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gagettes-Fuivar, Jan. 6 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lrurrap rw Cmancerrr. 

Basen Brorwess, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 20, to send their 
name* and »ddress-s and the per iculars o' their depts or cleims, to W. G. Newman, 
Bi Biephen’s ch. bra, ‘el graph et, liquir ator 

Camapian Ispveterst. Co Lrr—Creoi os are required, on or before Feb 3, to send their 
Lame- end addresses, »no the particulars of their debts or claim-, to Henry Crewdson 


How aro, 704, Basing all et, liquidator 
Cisme>t Ganpwen & Co, trp— Pein for winding un, present’d Deo 2, directed to be 


heerd before Bw fen Eady, J..<n Jan 17. SLarpe & Uo, hew ct, Carey et, for | 


Price more, Coven'ry, solor for petners. Notice of »ppearing must reach the above- 
nemed nut later than 6 o'clock in the af: ernoon of Jan 16 

East Tatsscocn Mine, Lrp— Petn fo: winding up, presented Dec 30 directed to be 

heard a: the Court H: use, Bangor, on Jan 16,+t230. Gregson & Sharman, Liver- 
|, solore for the }etner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
ater than 6 o’cicck i: the efter: oon of Jan 14 

Wanixe & Giitow, Lrp—P. tn for winding up, presented Dec 28, directed to be heard 
Jan 17. Arhurest & Co, Throgmorton avenue, soors for the petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-.smed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Jao 16 

London Gazette,—Tunspay, Jan. 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep t= OmawosryY. 

Axsor Frovn Process (1906), Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23, to 
send their names «nd scdresses, and tire parsiouiars «f their debts or ciaims, to 
Francis Alfred Greenaway, 21, Mincing in. 
Friars, soicrs to the jiquiaator 

Avrrosaire Co, Lro—Creaitors are repuired, on or before Jan 28, to send their names 
and add:crses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Pendered, 
Market +q, Wellingborough, liquidavor 


Baum Syspicate, Lrp (in Liquivation)—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 25, | 


to send their names and acurerses, and the partiowars.f their debte or claims, to 
Cha: les Ls opoid Kettridge, 1, Londoa wali bldgs, liquidator 
H. Satipene & ( o, Lrp—trets for winding up, presented Dec 17, directed to be heard 
at the Court Hvuuse, Corporation st, birmimebam, on Jan 19. 
Birmingham, solors for whe petmers, Novice of appes ing must reach the 
above-named not lave than 6 o’ciuck 10 the afvernoon of Jan 18 


Lomwpow Oceasas Waser asp Lasso Devetorment Sreptcate, Lop (18 Votunrary | 


utpar1or) - Crediwore ere required, on or before Feb 16, to aen eir n a . 
Liqutpasior) ore ® 4 , on oO » to send their names and | NORTON, FLORENC#, Longtown. Hereford Feb 1 Horgood & Dowsons, Spring gdns 


| NUTTER, NATHANIEL, Boscombe,Hants Feb 17 


adresses, and the particulars of their deota or ciaiums, to Frederick B«lcher, 
liquimator 

eswane Reeser Estares, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 6, directed to 
be heard Jan 24. Crosley & burn, Moorgate st bldgs, solors fur the pet ers. Notice 
¥ appearing wust )each the aduve-named not later unan 6 o'clock in the afternoou of 
an 23 

Otsven & Co (fteurneon:™), Ltp— Creditors are required, on or before Feb 10, to s nd 
in their ne es and acdre-ses + ith par.iculars of uneir devts or claims, to Frederick 
Monte ue Hawnt, 110, C.ln ore row, Birmizgham. Howlett, Birmingham, solor fur 
the hiquida or 

Perso: sum Peorentize Synptcats, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 1, 
to sena \Leir name- anc addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Wilham James Thorn, Palace chmbrs, Westminster. Jones & Co, Laurence Puurtucy 
bali, eolors for the liquidator 

Sourmsayx Suan States Syxvicate, Ltp—OCreditors are rewuiret, on or before Feb 10, 
to vend t eir names anu addresses, and the pserticulsrs of their deots or cl» ims, to 
Edwaid Welis, 66, Coleman st. Jenkins & Oo, Old Jewry, soiors for the liquidator 

Txeeepats Leap asp Zinc Mines, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 23, 
to vend their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Aifred Jonu Hall, Dashwood House, lquiaator 

Town axp County Panes, L:p—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 11, to send 
tueir names and adaresses, and par.iculars of taeir debts or claims, to B. T. Crew, 
George #. Wes, Laton, :iquidator 


their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debis or claims,to John 
Rowla'd Kaguale, The seeches, Stand, near Manchester. Hall & Vo, Manchester, 
solors for the liquidator 
County Patarinws or Lawcastsr, 
Limitep 1m Caarouar 

W. Onvwstenc: ue & Sons, Lop -Petn for winding up, presented Jan 5, directed to 
be heard as st George's Hall, Liverpool, Jan 23. Tyrer @ Co, Liverpool, fur Ackeriey 
& Son, Wigan, » luis tor the pet es. Ni tice of avpearing must reaca tae abo.e- 
nGu.0d Lot javer than 6 o’oloc« in the afternoon of Jau 24 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sale. 
Mesers. Fansseorwen, Exvtm, Eeerros, Basaca & Co,, at the Mart: Freehold 
Resid+ ntial Eata:e (see advertisement, back page, Dec. 17). 
Jan. 10. Messrs. HL B. Powter & Oaanriato, a6 the Mart, at 2: Reversions, Life 
Inverests, Life Policies, Shares, &c, (see advertisement, back page, this week). 








Weich & Uo, Pinners Hall, Austin | 
| KIRWAN, ISABELLA CATHERINE LovIsA, Hogarth rd, Kensington Feb 1 Meredith & 


| LYTHGOR, KALPH, Wigan Jan i4 Bridge, Wigan 


Pepper & Uo, | 


| CLARK, Ju.tIA, Oxtord Feb 10 


Jan. 14, I9tt. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


London Gazette.— Furpay, Jan. 6. 
| ANDERSON, ELLEN Gwyn, Teignmouth Jen 31 Ford & Co, Exeter 
BEetcu, TITCS. Kloxwi: h, *taft rd, Awl Blade Manufscturer Feb 4 Evans, Walsall 
BurBaGk, Harry, Parkburst rd, Holloway, Ribbon Manufacturcr Feb 11 Micklemé 
Hollingworth Gresham st 
BURGESS, ‘1 HOMAS WILLIAM, Ringway, Chester, Farmer Feb 18 Hall & Co, Man. 
chester 
punseres, BERNARD EDWARD, Billiter st, Merchant Feb 21 Rehder & Higgs 
Mincine In 
BUXTON, BENJAMIN, Upper Mayfield, Stafford, Farmer Jan 31 Gadsby & Co, Derby 
| CONGLETON, The Right Hon MARGARET CATHERINE Baroness, Great Cumberland pi 
Jan 31 Hoghes Edgware rd 
DaNA, HENRY CHARLES, Lewisham rd, Highgate rd, Coffee Broker Feb 10 Smythe, 
Kas nghall st 
Estos, GEORGE, Plymouth Jani4 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
FALLOW, 1HOMAS MCALL, Coatham, Redcar, York Feb8 Lucas, Middlesbrough 
FARRON. FDWARD, Hyde,(heeter Jan 81 Clayton & Co, Ashton under Lyne 
GARRATY, FREDERICK JOHN, Richmond, Quebec, Canada, Physician Feb y Withers & 
Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Gorpon, Les, Manchester Jan 31 Silverston, Birmingham 
Green, Diosy, Walpole st, Chelsea, Barrister at Law Jan 27 Kennedy & Co, Clement's 
inn, strand 
HAIR, ANNIK MATILDA, Fitzroy st Feb25 Bythway & Son, Pontypool 
HAMPSHIR®, Louisa, Hudderstield Feb7 Brook, Huddersfield 
HARGRAVE THOMAS, Kipon, Sa.dle Tree Maker Feb 3 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 
HERLITSCHKA, JOSEPH, Alder:ey st, Pimlico Jan18 Palmer, Seymour pl 
KENT, STEPHEN WILLIAM, St Leonards Jan 31 Vandercom & Co, Bush In 





Co, New eq. Lincoln's inn = 
LARKING, Col CUTHBERT, Charles st, Berkeley sq Feb6 Gedge & Co, Norfolk st 
LEAR, WILLIAM CHARLES HUMPHREY, Shenley, Hertford Jan31 Ottaway, St Albans 
LLoyD, RoBERT EvWARD, Ellesmere, Salop, Solicitor Feb1 Thomas, Ellesmere 
MuNTON, HENRY JOHN DavisoN, Adelaide, South Australia, Merchant April 13 
Varley & Evan, Adelaide 
NETTLESHIP, PHILIP Laront, Moreton in Marsh, Gloucester Feb 6 Peters, Guildhall 
chmbrs 
NETTLESHIP, GERARD WILLIAM RUDSDELL, Moreton in Marsh, Gloucester Feb 6 Peters, 
Guildhall chmbrs 


Beale & Co, Great George ot, West- 
min+ ter 

Pee, GERALD, Bournemouth Feb°0 Farrar & Co, Manchester 

PERKS, ELIZABETH, Worcester Feb4 Hyde & Sons, Worcester 

Prick, MaRy, Tonbridge Feb3 Wardley & Co, Tonbridge 

QUESTED, |'HoMAS EDWARD. Barham, Kent, Farmer Feb17 Hall, Folkestone 


| Rossiter, ELIZABETH, Becklow rd. Shepherd’s Bush Feb 14 W A & G A Brown, 


Line« Ins inn fields 

STEINHOFF, KRNEST HENRY GODFREY, Woodford Green, Essex Feb 20 Taylor & 
Bryden, Billit: r st 

STENT, WILLIAM HERBERT, Croydon Feb 23 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 

STIRLING, WILLIAM JOHN, Cambridge ter, Hyde Park Feb 23 Walker & Co, 
Theobald's rd 

STEVENSON, WILLIAM GrORGE, Uxbridge Jan 27 Dimond & Son, Welbeck st 

TAYLOR, ELIZABETH Marky, Oseney cres, Camden Town Jan 31 Phillips, New 
Broad st 

TAYLOR HARRIET, Leamington Spa, Warwick Jan 31 Wood & Co, Birmingham 

TRENCHARD, WILLIAM, Cogan, Penarth, Greengrocer Feb7 Thomas, Cardiff 


| TYeRS, ALFRED, Biaby, Leicester Jan 31 Bulman, Leicester 


WALLER, ERNEST ALURED, Little Packington, Warwick Feb 20 Cunliffe & Co, 
Manchester 


| WINNALL, MALCOLM BRADSHAW, Streatham Feb16 Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Tarasugs Goto Mixes Uo, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 24, to send | 


Londen Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan 10, 
ALEXANDER, BERNHARD CALMAN, Didsbury, Manchester, Merchant Feb 11 Boote & 
Co, Manchester 
BARLOW, JULIA, Tanhridge Wells Feb 8 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


| BeRRaTT, ALFaeD, Edgbaston, Birmingham MD Feb 13 Lee & Co, Birmingham 


BLEZ«kD, THOMAS BELL, Manchester Jan 28 Lloyd & Davies, Manchester 

BOLLAND, R CHEL, Portland rd4,8 Norwood Febv0 Whites & C», Budge row 

BROWN, GEoR@# ARTHUR. Tredegar, Mon. Sirgeon Feb 21 Shepard, Tredegar 

ungley, Oxford 

CLAR MB ARABELLA, Beckenham, Keat Feb18 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 

CiRAVE JOHN, Teiunmouth, Coachman Febd5 Jordan & son, Teignmouth 

COLLINGHAM, ANN ELIZABETH, Nether Langwith, Nottingham Feb 10 Aleock, Mans- 
field 

Corpy, WILLIAM PorTER, Finsbury sq, Sanitary Engineer Feb9 Pidduck, Cannon st 

DAVENPORT, FLORENCE ELLEN, stoke Newingtonrd Febi8 Osborn & Osborn, Coleman 


at 

DRMMLER OTTO, Manchester, Beer and Wine Retailer Feb11 Preston & Son, Man- 
chester 

DENNISON, THOMAS, Pocklington, York Feb 25 Robson, Pocklington 

DicktNson, Joun, Leigh on Sea, Evsex Feb7 Beecroft, Leigh on Sea 

Dops, Kats, Marple, Chester Feb 10 Slater & Co, Manchester 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, 


MOORGATE STEHRIBT, LOoOnNDpowm, 


w.o. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1880. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





| Y SPECIALISTS IN ALL 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 
direction aro supervision of the Corporation. 


LICENSING MATTERS. 


X | 





Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Preperty Settled by Counsel, will be sent 
on application. 
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AW ~ FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY Lro. 
No. 114, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 











BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 

——————— Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 

Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. Workmen's Compensation, inciuding 
Domestic Servants. Property Owners’ Indemnity. lhird Party. Plate Glass. 


DIRECTORS—- 
CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNSON, Esq.. J.P., Chairman (Johnecns, Long & Raymond-Barker), Lincoln's Inn. 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Eaq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankment. 











H, D. BEWES, Esq. (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate 
L. Cc. CHOLMELEY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley~& Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. Westminster. 7 
EDMUND FRANCIS RLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row.| WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 
F. BE. E. FARERROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Ornig's Court, Charing Cross. RONALD PEAKE, Feq. (Peake, Bird,.Colline & Co.),*Bedford Row. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. JOBN DOUGLAS PEEL, Fsq. (Morrell, Son & Peel), Oxford. 
B 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate,, THOMA BAWLE. Eeq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

Westminster, J. E. W. RIDER, Erg. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. 
C, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham &Co.), Tincoln's Inn. GEORGE L. 8TH WART, Erq. (Lee & Pembertops), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
W. A. T. HALLOWER, . (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. The Right Fon. LORD *TRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL. Bruton Street, 
EDWIN HART, Bes. (Buda, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford Row, J. PERCFVAL TA1BAM, Esq. ‘Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
E.CARLETON HOLMES, . (E. Carleton Holmes, fon, & Fell), Bedford Row. R. W. TWHEDIE, Freq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln s Inn Fields. 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. (Gwynne James & fon), Hereford. W. MFI MOTH WALTFER, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn 
BaRRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. fir HFNRY ARTBUR WUHITY, C.V O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborovgh Street, 
DILLON R. L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. E. HB. WRITEHEAD, Esq. (Rurch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 
PREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. E. TREVOR LL. WILLIAMS, Esq., Temple Bar House, Fleet Street. 

SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experierce of the requirements of, the Legal Profe: sion INVITES 
PAPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT PS ABLE TO OFFER StECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction 0 Insurance 
business on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and liberal settlement of claims. Prospectuses and Propees 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Uffice. he business of the Society is contined to the United Kingdom, and the security 
offered cannot be surpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 








Domoney, PHILir ROBERT, Southampton, Builder Feb 18 Waller & Thoroback, PRTRE. Rev ROBERT GoDOUPHIN, Canterbury Marl Oliver & Lyall, Cornhill 


Southampton PURCELL, LovIsA, Alton, Hants Feb 11 Stow & Co, Lincoln's { n fields 
DOWNES, Many East Leamington, Warwick Febi8 Seagrove, Chancery In PULLAN, ROBERT, Darley, Yurk, Laundry Proprietor Feb 5 aS Son, ee 
DREW, WILLIAM GODSON, Hove, Sussex, Biscuit Manufacturer Feb 11 Stanley & Co, RADEORD, AUGUSTA, Atherstone, Warwick Feb21 Argyle & Sons, Tamworth 

Essex st, Strand SMITH, FRANORS 4NNE EVE, Bradford Marl Atkinson, Bradford — 
DUGGAN, JOHN, Sale, Chester Jan 28 Lloyd & Davies, Manchester | SmrrH. FRANCES EMERiTA, Tiverton, Devon Feb 10 Hote & Pugsley ‘Tiverton 
GENTLE, EDWARD, Spalding, Lincs Jan 31 Crast, Spalding | SMITH, J+MES, Royton, nr Oliham, Lancaster Feb 10 Robins n, Oldham 
GODDEN, SARAH ANN, Hastings Jan 31 Chitty, Dover SWIFT, DEAN, Spalding, Lines, Cartirg Contractor Jan 21 Crust, Spalding 


SWINDFLL. BENJAMIN, Ilkeston, Derby, Innkeeper Feb 4 Ormond, Ilkeston 

TAPP. MARIA LovsiA, Cheltenham Feo 10 Rickerby, Cheltenham 

TAYLOR, JAMES, B.sth feb7 Shum, Bath ‘ ; 

TEL¥FER, ROBINSON MARSHALL, Birkenhead, Chester Feb1 Thompson & Co, Birken- 
head 

: 3 . : y > . ’ » x Co. Leeds 

THOMPSON, SPINK, Newton Park, Leeds, Builder Feb 12 Clarke & oe 

W ALLER, GEORGE, Southampton, solicitor’s Managing Clerk Feb 18 Waller & Thorpe- 
back, Scuthanpton 

WITHNALL, ANNIE ROBERTS, Manchester Jan 28 Lloyd & Davies. Manchester 

Woop. CHARLES, Pannall nr Harregate, Farmer Feb 14 Topham, Harrogate 

Woop, EpWARD, Hove, Sussex Feblv Routh & Co, Southampton st 


Hakeis, WILLIAM James, JP, Halwill, Devon Feb18 Peter & Peter, Holsworthy 

HELsBY, THOMAS HENRY, Manchester, Packing Case Maker Jan 28 Lloyd & Davies, 
Manchester 

HOLME, JoHN, Botcherby, nr Carlisle Feb11 E& K J Hough, Carlisle 

JEFFREYS, FMMA MAky, Wortbing Feb 1 Hepworth & Co, South pi, Finsbury 

14MB, ALFRED BROUGHTON, Kensington court Feb 10 Llewellyn & Son, ‘lunstall, 


Staffs 

L®aH, HERBERT, Telgomouth Feb 5 Jordan & Son, Teignmouth 

MANNION, EDWARD, Sale, Chester Feb 10 Smith & Co, Manchester 

MURPHY, WILLIAM ADAMS, Eliot Lodge, Sydenham hill, Architect Feb6 Sandilands 
& Co, Fenchurch av 








Aberystwyth, Mariner Aberystwyth 


= Lioyp, Henny Tusiweit, and Grorce Tars, Barry, | Wuire, Gores, 
Bankru ptcy Notices. Contractors Cardiff Pet Jan2 Ord Jan z Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 
Mature, Samvur., Liverpool, Auctioneer Liverpool Pet FIRST MEETINGS. 


Nov 28 Ord Jané 

Mercer, Henry Cuanpier, Uxbridge, Bucks, Miller 
Windser Pet Oct 28 Ord Jan 3 

Moreax, Wittiam, Woolwich, Engine Driver Greenwich 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan3 | 

O’Baiex, Ricuarp, Workington, Cumberland, Innkeeper | 
Cockermouth Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Parxixsox, Geosor Wiit1am, Walmer, Kent Canterbury 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan2 

Parsoyrs, Wittiam #reet, Ladywell, Kent, Engineer 
Greenwich P+t Jan2 Ord Jan? 


London Gazetie.—Faivar, Jan. 6. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Avszrts, Sypwey, King st, Camden Town, Fried Fish 
Vendor High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan 2 
Aatnus,Georor, Rochdale, Watchmaker Rochdale Pet 


A.seets, Sypwey, King st, Camden Town. Vendor of 
Fried Fish Jan 16at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Asutox, J, Hazelville rd, Hornsey Ruse, Piano Manufac- 
turer Jan léati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Beanvstey, Witiiam, Ilkeston, Miner Jan 16 at 3 Off 
Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
| Cazes, Anrave, Muswell Hill, Fishmonger Jan 16 at 1 
Bankruptcy bidgr, Carey st 
Crowsuaw, Natuax, Ansdell, Lancaster Jan lj at 11 Off 
Rec, 13, Winckiey st, Preston 


Asntox, J, Hazelville rd, Hornsey Rise, Piano Menufac- 
turer Bigh Court Pet Dec 17 Ord Jan 3 
Aves, Epwarp Penybank, Ammanford, Carmarthen, 
be Assistant Collier } mm gy = Jan 38 Od Jan 8 : : , West Hartlepool, Commiaston 
Ushvietp, Hesry James, Leckhampton, Cheltenham . sonal > igh Court | Gameax, Tuomas Giciies, est Hartiepool, Comm 
Grocer 'Cheltenbam Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 BO eo eina’s rd, Fulham, Baker High Court) ““S",gent Jan 14at12 Off Rec, Station ri, Gloucester 
Bussino, Exxest, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge, Grocer Burseerces Joseru, Low Hesket, nr Carlisle, Licensed | GiTTING#, Henny AntTuvr, Gillingham, Kent, Cartage 
ihe sqan De ce ® Ue Jam 8 Victualler Carlisle Pet Jan 3 ord Jan 3 ‘ i may Tine eo wet a ten ie 11 
azks, ARTRUR, Muswell Hill, Fishmonger High Court > ‘ £108, ALBERT, I'keston, Theatre Proprie 
Pet Jan 2 “Ord an onge: 12 Vourt |) Serrer, Ext, Tonypandy, Glam, Plumber Pontypridd Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 


| 
| 
— e Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 3 . ; 
marth, Glam, Ma . LETT, I Pucese, Birmingham, Draper Jan 1¢ 
Ena Jauss Rossateos, Pe » Glam, zine Startwoop. Jounx, Little Marlow, Bucks, Farmer Ay! s- sonaey + mel pre Ta 191, Cor ates - pe ts A 
' 


ngineer Cardiff Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 b P rad 
Durrey, B . Portsmouth, H , bury P-tJan4 Ord J-n4 
4 Ry P. —_ Y _ Confectioner | grzy ews, Wittiam, Liansamlet, Glam, Commission Agent 4 AgtTuvur, Mildenhall, Suff—lk, Labourer Jan 19 
| at 12.15 Ange) Hotel, Bury st Eamunds 


hve.zion, Epwarp Erasuvs. Brixham, Devon, Fisherman Cardiff Pet Dec2i Ord Janz 


Tayior, Kaxrst Evwaap Nicno sox, Chelmsford, Cycle | - 
Plymouth Pet Jan2 Ord Jan2 | 4 ; ‘ Rop.xsox, Hexpert Jonn Cuances, North»mpten, Farmer 
Ruan a E, Westbury, Wilts Frome Pet Oct 26 Ord Msker Chelm-ford Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 Jan 17 at 11.15 Off Kee, The Parade, Northampton 


TUswer, Jonx, Sutton in Ashrield, Notts, Clothier Not- ; 
' t J ° spo_r, Apes, King’s rd, Fulham, Baker Jan 18 at 11 
tingham Pet Dee vO Ord Jan 4 i . - "Bank uptecy hidws, Carey st ‘ 
Vereatt, AbtTave Hiprr, Colliers Wood, Surrey, Wheel- Ruruesrors, Josrera, Low Hesket, nr Cariisle, Licensed 
wright Croydon Pet Jan3 Oro Jans Vietualier Jan l6at11 34 Fisher st, Carlisie 
Viner, H, Thurvham, Kent, Dairyman Maidstone Pet Stintow, A.zxanper Youso, Mil'on ra, Hanwell Jan 14 
Nov 25 Ord Jan 4 at 12 1. St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Waxtor, Wittiam Liowet Sinrsox, Liverpool Liverpool |...  Wittam, Kettering, sorthampton, Coal Merchant 
_ Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 - . | Pet Jan 17at 10.45 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 
Warp, Manx Isaac, Bristol, Fruiterer Bristol Pet Jan | Swirt, Israzt Morais, Liverpool, House Furnisher Jan 
Jan 8 17 at 11 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Jan 3 
Foro, Axprew Joux, March. Cambridge, Hairdresser 
~ oe Pet Jan2 Ord Jan? 

“irtiyes, Hexey Axtuon, Gillingham, Kent, Cartage 

Contractor Rochester Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 
Hour, CG, & Co, Manchester, Shippers Manchester Pet | 

Dec 21 Pet Jan 4 | 
Hvonrs, Joux, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Music Dealer | 

Pet Dec21 Ord Jan3 | 
Hurcumsox, Groner, Chollerton, Northumberland, 

Farmer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 | Witttamsos, Bexsamix, Be*dau, or Caerphilly, Glam, WILLIAMSON, Bexsanix, Beddau, nr Caerphilly, Glam, 
Jouzs, Wriiiam Rees, Wolveenewton, Mon, Farmer Underground Haulier Puntypridd Pet Jan 2 Ord Underground Haulier Jen 17 at 10.30 5t Catherine’s 
Newport, Mon Pet Nov2l Ord Jan 2 Jan 2 } chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 
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Jan. 14 





Warre, Taowas, jun, Hanslet, Leeds, Chemist Jan 16 at 
3 Off Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Avseats, Sypwey Lawaence, King st, Camden Town, 
Vendor of Fried Fish High Court Pet Dec 13 Ord 
Jan 4 

Agtuus, Groner, Rochdale, Watchmaker Rochdale 
Jan3 Ord Jan 4% 

Aves, Epwanv, Penybank, Ammanford, 
Assistant Collier Carmarthen Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Briont, Heway, Jermyn st, Doctor High Court 
16 Ord Jan 3 

Bavusurietyo, Henny 
Groce Cheltenham 

Buysive, 
King’s Lyna 

Cress, Anruur, 
High Court Pet Jan 2 

Daewsox, James Roperrsox, Penarth, Glam, 
Engineer Cardiff Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Durrey, Beawaarp, Portemouth, Confectioner 
Pet Jan3 Ord Jan3 

Evecetou, Eovwarp Eaasuvs, Brixham, Devon, Fisherman 
Plymouth Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 

Fatcwe, Sutatey Dove ras, Half Moon st 
Pet Sept 28 Ord Jan 3 

Forp, Axprew Jouw, March, Cambridge, 
Peterborough Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 2 

Girtixos, Henny Arxruve, Gillingham, Kent, Cartage 
Contractor Rochester Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 | 

Garrea, Evcizaseru Manoarertr, Hove Brighton 
20 Ord Jan 2 

Hvrcuivsos, Groner, Chollerton Northumberland, 
Farmer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 

Lirrvagp, Tuomas, Hill st, Peckham, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Nov 10 Ord Jan2 

Lioro, Heveay Taxtwewt, and Groxer Tare, Barry, Con- 
tractors Cardiff Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 

Lockett, Haany, Hanley, Staifs, Printer Hanley 
15 Ord Jan 2 

O' Batew, Ricwaan, 
Cockermouth Pet 

Paakixsow, Geonoe Wit 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 

Parsons, Witiram Sreet 
Greenwich Pet Jan 2 

Ruovo.ty, Apam, King’s rd, 
Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 

Ruruearorp, Joszru, Low Hesket, pr Carlisle, Licensed 
Victualler Carlisle PetJan3 Ord Jan3 

Seeoeant, Ratcurere, Uxbridge, Master Printer 
Pet Sept 2 Ord Dee 30 

Serren, tu, Torypandy, 
Pet Dec 23 Ora Jan 4 

Stattwoop, Jonux, Little Marlow, Bucks, Farmer 
bury Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 

Swirt, Ianace Moran, Liverpool, House Furnisher Liver 
pool Pet Nov 18 Ord Jan 4 

Taytrur, Aowes Evizanetra, Ludiow, Salop, Milliner Leo 
minster Pet Dec 19 Ord Jan 2 

Taycor, Eayeer Eowarp Nicuorsox, Chelmsford, Cycle 
Dealer Chelmsford Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 3 

Wa tos, Wiitsiam Liowet Simrsox, Liverpool 
Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 3 


Pet 


Jans, 

Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 
Ord Jan 3 

Hill, Middlesex, 
Ord Jan 2 


Pet Jan 3 
Muswell Fishmonger 
Marine 


Portsmouth 


High Court 


Hairdresser | 


Pet Sept 


Pet Dec 


Workington, Cumberland, Innkeeper | 
Jan 2 Ord Jan 2 
tam, Walmer, Kent Canterbury 


Ladywell, Kent, Engineer 
Ord Jan 2 
Fulbam, 


Baker High Court 


Windsor 


Glam, Plamber 


Pontypridd 
Ayles 


Liverpool 


Carmarthen, | 

Pet Nov | arm, 
| 

Leckhampton, Cheltenham, 


Eusnst, Wisbech Saint Peter, Cambridge, Grocer 





Waap, Manx Isaac, Bristol, Fruiterer Bristol Pet Jan 2 


Ord Jan 2 

Wititamson, Beysamurn, nr Caerphilly, Glam, 
Underground Haulier Pet Jan 2 Ord 
Jan 2 


Beddau, 
Pontypridd 


London Gatette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 10, 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

AMBLER, MINNIE, Reigate Surrey, 

Croydon Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 6 
Panky, Grorex THOMAS, Northampton, Publican 

ampton PetJan6 Ord Jan 6 
KRAMHALL, WILLIAM, Stockport, 
Stockport Pet Dec 16 Ord Jan 5 
KELL, GEORGE TRASDALE TEASDALE, 
‘treatham, Journalist Wandsworth 
Jan 6 
CHALCROFT, 


Schoolmistress 
North- | 
Paper Merchant 


Hill rd, 
Ord 


Bt Sunny 
Pet Dec 8 


Henry, Porteea, Hants, Auctioneer Ports 
mouth Pet Deol Ord Jan 6 

CLAY, SAMUEL WILSON, Nottingham, 
Nottingham Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 5 

Cooke, W J B, Walmer, Kent Canterbury 
Ord Jan 7 

CRANSHAW, JouN, Old 
Salford Pet Dec 2 

Davis, HENRY. Pembridge villas, Bayswater, Hardware 
Dealer High Court Pet Jan6 Ord Jan 6 

Downxs, WILLIAM MANFoRD, Chorch Stretton, Salop, | 
Grocer Shrewesbury Pet Jan 4 Ord Jan 4 

EVANS, Davi», Lianilwchalarn, Cardigan, Farmer Aberyst- 
wyth Pet Dec 12 Ord Jané 

FowLer, Jonny, Leeds, Fruit Salesman 
Ord Jan 4 

HARKER, JONAS WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Furniture 
Dealer Kingston upon Hull PetJan6 Ord Jan6 

HILL. ALFRED, Lye, Worcester, Tailors Manager Stour- 
bridge Pet Jan4 Ord Jan4 

HoPKINS, THOMAS EasERt, Brixton hill, Auctioneer High 
Court PetJan$ Ord Jan 6 

LAWRENCE, JosEraH THOMAS, Wellingborongh, Lieensed | 
Victualler Northampton Pet Jan7 Ord Jan7 

MEYNELL, RICHARD, Chi ton bidgs, or *erryhill, Darham, 
Draper Durham Pet Jan 6 Ord Jané6 

MOUNTSTEPHENS, FREDERICK GEORGR, Folkestone, Tailor 
Canterbury Pet Jan7 7 


Confectioner | 
Pet Dec 14 


Trafford, 
Ord Jan 6 


] 
Commission Agent 


Leeds PetJan4 


Ord Jan 7 

PLUCKNETT, Morris Ep@ak, Newport, I of W, Dairyman 
Newport PetJan 6 Ord Jan6é 

Stvurpy, Joun Roperr, Sheervess, Chemist, Rochester 
Pet Jan5 Ord Jan5 

SUTTON, GEORGE ARTHUR, Herbert rd, Stockwell, Car- 
penter Hixsh Court Pet Decs Urd Jan5 

THOMPSON, GeoreR, Chesterfield, Derby, Fish Merchant 
Chesterfield PetJan6 Ord Jané6 

ToMKINGON, W C B, Charles st, Haymarket High Court 





Pet Deci6 Ord Jan$ 


_THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


WILLIAMS, ELLIS, Goetra Uchaf, Pentir, Carnarvon, Farmer 
Bangor Pet Jan6é Ord Jan6 

Winwoop, Francis, and James WiInwoop, Farnworth, 
Lancs, Painters Bolton Pet Jan5 Ord Jan56 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


AMBLER, MINNIE, Reigate, Schoolmistress Jan 20 at 2.30 
182, York rd, Westmin-ter Bridge rd 

ARTHUR. GEORGE, Rochdale, Wateh Maker Jan 20 at 
11.30 Town Hall, Rochdale 

EDWARD, Ammanford, Carmarthen, Assistant 

Collier Jan 21 at1ll.3u Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmar- 
then 

BRUSHPFIELD, JAMES HENRY, Leckhampton, Cheltenham, 
Grocer Jan 19 at 3.15 County Court bidgs, Chelten- 
ham 

BUCKELL, GEORGE TEASDALE TEASDALE, Sunny Hill rd, 
Streatham, Journalist Jan 20 at 12 132, York rd, 
Westminster Bridge rd 

Davis, HENRY, Pembridge vil'as, Bayswater, Hardware 
Dealer Jan 20 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

DOWNES, WILLIAM MANFoRD, Church Stretton, Salop, 
Grocer Jan 18 at 11.30 Off Ree, 22, Swan hill, 
Shrewsbury 

Durry, BERNARD, Portsmouth, Confectioner Jan 19 at 3 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

EDWAR, S, FRANK, Melksham, Wilts, Fishmonger Jan 18 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 


| EVANS, Davip, Lianllwchaiarn, Cardican, Farmer Jan 20 


at 12.15 Town hall, Aberystwyth 

Fisner, JAMES EDMUND, Westbury, Wilts, Commission 
Agent Jan 18 at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Fow.er, Jonny, Leeds, Fruit Salesman Of 
Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Guy, LEAH, Nottingham 
pl, Park st, Nottingham 

AILL, ALFRED, Lye, Worcester, Tailor’s Manager Jan 18 
at 12 Off Ree, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

Hot, C G, & Co, Manchester, Shippers Jan 11 at 3.30 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hopkins, THOMAS Eopert, Brixton hill, Auctioneer Jan 
isatl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hoenes, GEorrreyY, Mobberley, Cheshire, Dental Sur- 
geon Jan 18at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

HUNTER, Exnest JoHN, Westbury upon Trym, nr Bristol, 
Jan 18 at 1145 «ff Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

HUTCHINSON, GEORGE, Chollerton, \Sorthumberland 
Farmer Jan is at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
casiie upon Tyne 

JOHNSON, HENRY, Sheffield, Steel 
Off Rec, Figtree In, She field 

JONES, WILLIAM KERS, Wolvesnewton, Farmer Jan 
st 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon. 

Lioyp, HENRY THELWELL, ana Georox, Tare, Barry, 
Contractors Jan 18 at 12 117, St, Mary st, Car. iff 

MORGAN, WILLIAM, Warwick st, Woolwich, Engine 
iriver Jan 18 at 12 182, Yerk rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

O'BRIEN, RicHARD, Workington, Innkeeper Jan 2 at 
2.45 Court House, Cockermouth 

PARSONS, WILLIAM STEEL, Ladywell, 
Jan 18 at 11.30 132, York 
Bridge rd 

PENMAN, WILLIAM, JOHN, Gateshead, Plumber Jan 18 at 
11.30 Of Kec, 30, Mosley st, Neweastie upon 
Tyne 

a IVANOVICH, High Wycombe, Tobacconist 
Jan Watilz 1,5t Aldates, Oxford 

SAINSBURY, PERCY HAMILTON, Watford, Herts, Accountant 
Jan 20at 12 14, Bedford row 

SETTER, ELI, Tonypandy, Glam, Plumber Jan 19 at 11.15 
St Catherine's chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, Pontypridd 

STURDY, JOHN RoBERT, Sheerness, Chemist Jan 20 at 3.30 
115, High et, Rochester 

SuTToN, GEKORGE ARTHUR, Herbert rd, Stockwell, Car- 
penter Jan 18 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SWANSON, ALEXANDER PAUL Livery bcl, Surgeon 
19atill Om Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Tomgrnson, W © B, Charles st, Haymarket 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

VERRALL, ARTHUR HIDER, Colliers Wood, Surrey, Wheel- 
wright Jan 20 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

VINER, HYMAN, Thurnham, Kent, Dairyman Jan 25 at 
10.30 9%, King st, Maidstone 

WALTON, WILLIAM LioNEL Stupson, Liverpool 
11 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

WARD, MARK ISAAC, Bristol, Fruiterer Jan 18 at 12 
Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Brisiol 

WuitR, GRoRGE, Aberystwyth, Cardigan, Mariner Jan 
20 at12 Town Hall, Aberystwyth 

WInwoop, Francis, and JAMEs WINWOOD, Farnworth, 
Lancs, Painters Jan 19at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 


BARRY, Grorew THOMAS, Northampton Publican North- 
ampton Pet Jané Ord Jan 6 

CLAY, SAMUEL WILSON, Nottingham, Confectioner 
tingham Pet Jan 5 Ord Jan 5 

CRONSHAW, NATHAN, Ansdell, Lancs 
Ora Jan5 

Dow NES, 
Grocer Shrewsbury Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 4 

FOWLER, JouN, Leeds, Fruit Salesman Leeds 
Ord Jan 4 

HARKER, Jonas WILLIAM, Kingston upon Haul), Furniture 
Dealer Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 6 

HILL, ALFRED, Lye, Worcester, Tailor’s Manager Stour- 
bridge PetJan 4 Ord Jané 


Jan 18 at 11 


Jan 19at1l Off Ree, 4, Castle 


Founder Jan 18 at !2 


18 


Kent, Engineer 
rd, Westminster 


Jan 18 atl 


Jan 20 at 


Off 


Not- 


Pet Jan 4 


LAMB, WALTER GRORGE, East Ham, Essex. Builder's | 


Merchant High Court Pet Dec 12 Ora Jan 5 
LAVKY, SYDNEY BERTRAM HEREFORD, Goldhurst ter, 
Hampstead HighCourt Pet Oct 22 Ord Jan5 
LAWRENCE, JOSEPH THuMaS, Weliingborough, Northamp- 
ton Livensed Victuailer Northampton Pet Jan 7 
Ord Jan7 

LinpDsaY, WILLIAM CHARLES Gooch CONYERS, Clifton 
villas, Maida Vale High Court Pet Dec8 Ord Jan6 





Jan | 





Preston Pet Dec 13 | 


WILLIAM Manvorp, Church Stretton, Salop, 





MERCER, HENRY CHANDLER, Uxbridge, Bucks, 
Windsor Pet Oct 28 Ord Jan5 _ = 
MEYNELL, RICHARD, Chilton bldgs, nr Ferryhill, Durham 
Draper Durham PetJan6 Ord Jan 6 
MOUNTSTEPHENS, FREDERICK GEORGE, Folkestone, Tailor 
Canterbury Pet Jan7 Ord Jan? 
PENMAN, WILLIAM JOMN, Gateshead, Plamber 
castle upon Tyne Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 5 
PLUCKNETT, MORRIS EpGar, Newport, I of W, Dairyman 
Newport Fet Jan 6 Ord Jan 6 

RUTLEDGE, FREDERICK JAMES, Bethnal Green rd, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Nov 17 Ord Jan 5 

STURDY, JOHN ROBERT, Sheerness, Chemist Rochester 
Pet Jan 5 Ord Jan 5 

TAYLOR, THOMAS WILLIAM, Staines, Middelsex, Licensed 
Victualler Kingston, Surrey Pet Sept 30 Ord Dee 2 

THOMPSON, GEORGE, Chesterfield, Derby, Fish Merchant 
Chesterfield Pet Jané Ord Jané6 

VERRALL, ARTHUR HIDER, Colliers Wood, Surrey, Wheel. 
wright Croydon Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 6 

Waite, GrorGR, Aberystwyth, Mariner Aberystwyth 
Pet Jan 3 Ord Jané ; . 

WILLIAMS, ELLIS, Peatir, Carnarvon, Farmer Bangor Pet 
Jan6é Ord Jan6 


New. 





YECRETARYSHIP offered in Trust Com- 
pany (London); going concern; investment £500 
shares; £200 salary ; suit young solicitor ; references 
exchanged.— Write, Lzxtoom, Deacons, 154, Leadenhall. 
street, E.C. 


BSOLUTELY SAFE 64 per cent. In 
vestment for the Sum of £3,250.—Two fine new 
houses (leases 75 years) in magnificent locality; near 
Javendish-square; let on long repairing leases to first. 
class tenants, producing £540 net per annum.—Write, 
Box 439, c/o Judas, 56, Queen Victoria-street, E.C, 


WASTED, a young Solicitor, recently 
in 


admitted, for a Five Years’ Engagement 
Bedford- 











Assam.—Apply, Meesrs, Lastrz & Harpy, 17, 


row, W.C 


j‘BEBHOLD GROUND-RENTS Wanted 
for £3,500; secured on small yearly property, 
London or suburbs.—Owners or their solicitors please 
address Gro. Bexun & Co., 73, Moorgate-street, B.C. 


I USINESS or CLUB PREMISES nearly 

rent free in Albemarle-street, W. (by taking lesse 
of house mostly let off to wealthy tenante).—To avoid 
needless letiers, state precise requirements to FaexHou, 
Burtons, 10, Essex-street, W.C. 


TO RETURN NEARLY 10 PER CENT. 
£4 rd ()( will Purchase a Freehold Pro- 
,o perty in Clerkenwell let on fall repair-» 
ing lease having 13 years unexpire? at £450 per annum, 
—aApply, Bropre, Truss, & Co., 22, Basinghali-etreet, E.C. 
7 2 


UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 
KIS COLLEGE. 
DIVISION OF LAWS. 
Full ccurses for degrees of the University are provided 
by King’s College, University College, and the London 
School of Economics jointly. 


Arrangements made for students wishing to read for 
the Higher Degreee. 
Next Term commences Wednesday, January 11th. 
Apply for prospectus to the Szcrerary, King’s College, 
Lonaon, W.U. 
| AW-— GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— P 
8 persheet, ~- 
3 per 20 folios, 
2 per folio. 
0 per sheet, 
2 per folio. 
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wag 





Abstracts Copied 
Briefs and Drafts 
Deecs Round Hand 
Deeds Abstracted 
Full Copies one ose eee 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 14. per sheet Draft, 4d, ditto; 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3s, 6d. per skin. 
KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 


Tel. 8721 GERRARD. ESTABLISHED 1862 


FOREIGN WORK. 


Accounts COLLECTED, DispuTES ADJUSTED 
AND LEGAL INSTRUMENTS SERVED IN ANY 
PART OF THE COMMERCIAL WORLD. 


WYS MULLER & CO., 
10, SAVILE ROW, W., 
And at COLEMAN 8T., £.0.; PARIS, BERLIN, BRUSSELS, 
AMSTERDAM, ZURICH, NEW YORK, &c., So. 


FOREIGN LEGAL WORK 
DR. WILLIAM NEUTS, LL.D. 


Sosiciior, TEND. 
pond ye or by - — ™ Beards 
“an et pecetens Go Baga, France, and Holland 
ee as, RUE ROY 
Telegrams—“ NEUTS, OSTEND.” 


Cwcwon 


























Miller 


rham 
Tailor 
New- 
ry man 
licitor 
hester 
ensed 
Jec 21 
chant 
V heel. 
twyth 


or Pet 


avoid 
(HOLD, 


Pro- 
repair- 
nnum, 
t, B.C 
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